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PREFACE 


The Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute was founded in 
1915. The first verse of the Mahabharata was written by Sir R. G. 
BHANDARKAR on Ist April 1919 while inaugurating the work of the 
Institute on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata. On 4th August 
1925 Dr. V. S. SUKTHANKAR took charge of this work as its General 
Editor and reorganized it on a sound basis. For the subsequent 17 years 
he worked on it with an eagle eye and mature scholarship bringing 
international honour to himself and to the Institute. In 1940, the 
British Academy, London, put its seal of approval on Dr. SUKTHAN- 
Kar’s work on this edition, On the 4th January 1943, the Institute 
conferred on Dr. SUKTHANKAR a Distinguished Services Medal in 
recognition of his unique services to the Institute as the helmsman of 
its work on the Mahabharata on the occasion of its Silver Jubilee 
celebrations, On 5th January 1943, Dr. SUXTHANKAR read his state- 
ment on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata before the delegates 
for the Silver Jubilee celebrations and other audience in the Tata Hall 
of the Institute. This statement has proved to be his last testament 
more valuable than Aristotle’s will as it is a national testament. I 
quote from it a few sentences which contain Dr. SUKTHANKAR's mes- 
sage about the Mahabharata :— 

“The part of the Epic critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk 
about four times as great as the Greek Epics, Iliad and Odyssey put together 
and one and a half times as our Ramayana,” 

“All good work costs money now-a-days! Good manuscripts cost 
money. Good printing costs money, Good editors cost money.” 

“ Amid the deepest strands that are woven in the thread of our civili- 
zation there is more than one that is drawn originally from Bharatavarsa 
and from Sanskrit literature and well in the centre of this vast mass of lite- 
rature, there stands this deathless traditional book of divine inspiration, un- 
approachable and far removed from possibilities of human constitution.” 

“We must therefore grasp this great book with both hands and face it 
squarely. Then we shall recognise that it is our past which has prolonged 
itself into the present. We are it: I mean the real We! Shall we be guilty 
of strangling our own soul? Never!” 

These stirring words were read out by Dr. SUKTHANKAR on the 
evening of the Sth of January and within a fortnight he passed away 
after a brief illness on the evening of 21st January 1943! Truth is 
stranger than fiction !! 

Such in brief is the outline of Dr. SUXTHANKAR’s association with 
the Institute's Critical Edition of the Great Epic, which he aptly styled 
as “the Content of our Collective Unconscious” and in which he 
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finally merged his being after spending every moment of his conscious 
life in revising his type-script of the last of his lectures on the Maha- 
bhirata he was to deliver before the University of Bombay on the 
following day ! 

In striking him down within sight of his chosen goal, Death 
pierced the base of consciousness, cutting at the very joint of body and 
mind. No preparation for the end, no inspiring last words, were pos- 
sible. Yet, those of us who knew SUKTHANKAR intimately cannot 
doubt that the sentiments of Valiant would also have been his own had 
he received the summons of an approaching end to life’s journey. 
“ Though with great difficulty I am got hither, yet now I do not repent 
me of all the trouble. My sword I give to him that shall succeed me 
in the pilgrimage, and my courage and skill to him that can get it. 
My marks and scars I carry with me, to be a witness for me, that I 
have fought His battles Who will be my Rewarder.” This memorial 
volume represents the sword, the keen splendid-tempered image of his 
intellect, that he bequeathed to him that has the courage and skill to 
wield it. If there be such a person, undaunted by the forces of dark- 
ness, let him grasp firm the hilt and smite on. 


Side by side with his text-critical work on the Mahabharata 
Dr. SUKTHANKAR kept on studying its content and inner meaning and 
for that purpose studied many books on Philosophy and Religion. 
While I was editing the Review of Philosophy and Religion between 
1980 and 1937, I received numerous books on these subjects for review. 
Dr, SUKTHANKAR seemed very much interested in many of them ard 
he actually ordered some of them for his own library. I was first under 
the impression that Dr. SUXTHANKAR perused these books with a view 
to get a little diversion to his mind after his fatiguing work on the text 
of the MahAbharata day after day for years without rest. I was how- 
ever thoroughly surprised when he disclosed to me his scheme of lec- 
tures on the Mahabharata which he finally prepared for being deli- 
vered before the University of Bombay and before completing which 
he took our final leave with a ‘‘ Forget-me-not” emphasis! The 
mystical vein noticed by the audience in those lectures was mainly due 
to the psychological changes gradually brought about in the mind 
of the great Savant during the ten years prior to these lectures, 


The idea of bringing out a Memorial Edition of Dr. SUKTHAN- 
Kar's published writings was first discussed by myself and my learned 
friends Dr. S. M. KATRE and Prof. D. D. Kosamsi with Dr. Mrs. 
Malinibai B. SUKTHANKAR, M.B.B.S. and the sons of Dr. SUKTHANKAR 
immediately after Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s demise. With the substantial 
support promised by the Sukthankar family 2 Memorial Edition 
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Committee was formed with Shrimant Balasaheb PANT Pratinidhi, B.A. 
the Raja Saheb of Aundh as its Chairman and Diwan-Bahadur K. M. 
JHAVERI, M.A., LL.B., J.P. aS its Vice-Chairman. With the assured 
support of these two great friends of Dr. SUXTHANKAR and with the 
guaranteed voluntary co-operation of my esteemed friends Dr. KATRE 
and Prof. Kosamsl, it was easy for me to secure the support of the 
innumerable friends of Dr. SUKTHANKAR all over India and outside 
for the work of the Memorial Edition as will be seen from the Person- 
nel of the Memorial Edition Committee which accompanies this Pre- 
face. A printed Appeal was subsequently issued by me on behalf of 
the Committee and circulated among scholars and institutions inter- 
ested in the Memorial Edition. The response to this appeal from the 
numerous friends and admirers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR was extremely 
encouraging and the First Volume of the Memorial Edition that is 
being presented to the public today is a visible embodiment of this 
spontaneous response and a permanent Souvenir of the good will left 
behind by an Indian scholar who sacrificed himself on the altar of the 
Mahabharata. 

The valuable and scholarly contents of the present volume speak 
for themselves and will continue to speak with greater resonance as 
years pass by. As observed by Prof. EDGERTON they are the product 
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s knowledge and experience (Janam Savijfta- 
nam) and his native ability which made reputation in three Continents. 
Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s literary life was a life of planned action, in which 
every detail was scrupulously worked out and revised many times 
before it saw the light of the day. Every page of the Critical Edition 
of the Mahabharata and the Critical Epic Studies that are being 
presented to the scholars to-day under one cover bear the stamp of his 
scholarship and fully illustrate the common adage :—“ If a thing is 
worth doing, it is worth doing well”. His Prolegomena to the Adi- 
parvan of the Mahabharata, the bed-rock of the Mahabharata Textual 
Criticism, was much in demand since its publication. It is being pub- 
lished separately for the first time in the present volume along with 
the other Epic Studies of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and thus brought within 
the means of individual research scholars through the favour of the 
authorities of the B. O. R. Institute. I feel confident that this First 
Volume of Dr. SUKTHANKAR Memorial Edition will stimulate the 
study of the Indian Textual Criticism on which the attention of Indian 
scholars has been now focussed by Dr. Katre’s able Introduction to 
Indian Textual Criticism (1940), which owes much to Dr. SUKTHAN- 
Kar’s inspiration and guidance. 

Tt now remains for me to record my feelings of gratitude for the 
unstinted co-operation I have received from several friends and learned 
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bodies in bringing out this First Volume of the V. S. Sukthankar 
Memorial Edition. My cordial thanks are due to the authorities of 
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, many of whom are mem- 
bers of the Memorial Edition Committee, for their kind permission to 
include in the present volume the Prolegomena and other Introduc- 
tions to the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata as also Dr. SuK- 
THANKAR’s Epic Studies published in the Annals of the Institule. 
Special thanks are due to Principal J. R. GHARPURE, B.A., LL.B., the 
Chairman of the Executive Board and Dr. R. N. DANDEKAR, M.A., 
PH.D., the Secretary of the Institute who is also the Editor of the 
Annals, for their uniform courtesy and kindness in securing the above 
permission. To Dr. S. K. BELVALKAR, M.A., PH.D., the present General 
Editor of the Mahabhdrata, I am particularly thankful for keeping at 
my disposal a copy of Epic Studies No. VI which he found in Dr. 
SUKTHANKAR's office papers at the Institute. This copy duly revised 
by Dr, SUKTHANKAR in his, own hand has been incorporated in the 
present volume. Evidently Dr. SUKTHANKAR had an intention to re- 
vise all his Epic Studies in course of time and then publish them in 
their final form after the completion of his work on the Great Epic. 
Providence, however, decreed otherwise! As regards the other contri- 
butions of Dr, SUKTHANKAR incliided in the present volume I tender 
Tmy most grateful thanks— 

(1) To the authorities of the K. R. Cama Oriental Institute, 
Bombay, and the Editorial Board of Sir J. J. Modi Volume for per- 
mission to include Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s paper on “ Arjunamiéra” in 
this Edition. 

(2) To Mr. B. T. ANKLESARIA, M.A. the Hon. Secretary of the 
K. R. Cama Institute for drawing my attention to the two papers of 
Dr, SUKTHANKAR viz. (i) Arjunamiéra and (ii) An Excursion on the 
Periphery of Indological Research and in securing the necessary per- 
mission of the authorities of his Institute for their inclusion in the 
present Edition. Mr. ANKLESARIA had collaborated with Dr. Suk- 
THANKAR for a number of years in connection with his work for the 
Cama Institute and his hearty co-operation in this work by the free 
supply of the press-copies of the two papers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR men- 
tioned above deserves my best thanks. 

(3) To the Editors of the Festckrift Prof. P. V. Kone and Dr. 
R. N. SARDESAI, L.C.P.S., Proprietor, Oriental Book Agency, Poona, 
its publisher, for permission to include Dr. SUKTHANKAR’S paper on 
“ Ramopakhyana” in this Volume. 

(4) To the authorities of the Deccan College Post-graduate and 
Research Institute, Poona and in particular Dr. S, M. KATRE, M.A., 
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PH.D. its present Director and Editor of their Bulletin for their permis- 
sion to include Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s paper on “ Epic Question I—Did 
Indra assume the form of a Swan?” in this Volume. 

(5) To the Editors of Feschrift Dr. F. W. Thomas and its 
publisher Mr. M. N. KULKARNI, the Manager of the Karnatak Pub- 
lishing House, Bombay for their permission to publish Dr. SUKTHAN- 
KAR's paper on “ Ramfiyana and Nalopakhyana” in this Volume. 

(6) To the authorities, Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic 
Society for permission to include Epic Studies I : ‘Some Text-Critical 
Notes’ in this Volume. : 

Every scholar who came into personal contact with Dr. SUKTHAN- 
KAR knows quite well how he loved not only the substantial contents 
of any scholarly publication but also its scientific and dignified presen- 
tation, He believed in the identity of Truth, Beauty and Dignity in 
the publication of all scholarly work worth the name. The volumes 
of the Critical Edition of the Mahabhdrata are a visible embodiment 
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR's ideal in this respect. A good edition according 
to Dr. SUKTHANKAR must be good both within and without, and we 
have tried to make the present Memorial Edition as good as possible 
within the means at our disposal. But good Editions cost money, said 
Dr. SUKTHANKaR in his last public statement and the credit of achiev- 
ing any goodness in the present Memorial Edition must go to those 
donors, subscribers and contributors who have contributed their mite 
towards this Edition out of sheer love and appreciation for the national 
work of the departed scholar as will be seen from the list of these 
contributors (vide Appendix). Space forbids me to thank all these 
contributors individually. I shall however, be failing in my duty if I 
do not indicate here the generosity of the following contributors but for 
whose spontaneous response it would have been impossible for the 
Memorial Edition Committee to proceed with the work of the Edi- 
tion :-— 

Rs. 650—Dr. Mrs. Malinibai B. Sukthankar, M.B.B.s. and other 

members of the Sukthankar family, Bombay. 

Rs. 150—-University of Bombay. 

Rs. 100—-Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, 3.a., Raja Saheb 

of Aundh, Aundh, 
Rs, 100—Right Hon’ble Dr. M. R. Jayakar, Bombay. 
Rs. 100—B, J. Wadia, M.A., LL.B., Vice-Chancellor, University of 
Bombay, Bombay. 

Rs. 100—Sir Chunilal B. Mehta, xt., J.P. and Lady Tapibai C. 
Mehta, Bombay. 

Qn the completion of the Memorial Edition it is proposed to 
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publish a full report of the work of the Committee where all contri- 
butions and donations will be specified in detail. 

I started my work in connection with the Sukthankar Memorial 
Edition with the assured initial support of Dr. Mrs, Malinibai B. 
SUKTHANKAR and other members of the Sukthankar family. This 
support was further strengthened by the formation of a representative 
Memorial Edition Committee consisting of numerous friends and 
admirers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR in different parts of India and outside. 
This support, encouraging as it was for an inexperienced man like 
myself, made me confident enough about the success of this enterprise 
but I became absolutely fearless in my work when the two great friends 
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR, I mean Shrimant Raja Saheb of Aundh and 
Dewan Bahadur K. M. JHAVERI agreed to guide me in this work as 
the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Memorial Edition Commit- 
tee respectively. Their high regard for our National Epic and its Epic 
Editor Dr, SUXTHANKAR has been responsible in no small way for the 
publication of the Epic Studies of Dr. SUKTHANKAR appearing today 
in the form of the First Volume of the Sukthankar Memorial Edition. 
On 5th January 1943, Dr. SUKTHANKAR referred to the Rajasaheb of 
Aundh in the following glowing terms :— 


“Tf you want me to point out just one man who is responsible for origi- 
nating and furthering the project (of the MahAbhirata) he is sitting in front 
of you, I mean Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, the Raja of Aundh.” 


We are fortunate in having in our midst today, the first anniver- 
sary of Dr. SUKTHANKaR’s demise, this very enlightened Rajasaheb, 
now in the 76th year to guide all our literary projects with undaunted 
zeal and optimism. I cannot adequately thank the Rajasaheb and 
other friends for their spontaneous and active co-operation in the work 
of this Edition. 

I began my work in connection with the Memorial Edition with 
the guaranteed collaboration of my personal friends Dr. S. M. KATRE, 
M.A., PH.D, and Prof. D. D. KosamBi, M.A. These friends have ful- 
filled their guarantee to the very letter as they have been responsible 
for the entire editing of the First Volume and all credit for the careful 
and accurate editing of the Volume goes to them. During their per- 
sonal contact with Dr, SUKTHANKAR they knew perfectly well what 
good editing meant according to Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s highly critical 
standards and consequently the good editing of the present Volume 
owes everything to them as they have carried out at great inconve- 
nience to themselves all the arduous work of seeing the Volume 
through the press. Though these friends have done all this labour of 
Jove out of their high sense of appreciation and respect for the work 
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of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and though they are the members of the Memo- 
tial Committee, I take this opportunity of thanking them most cordi- 
ally for their disinterested service to Indology in helping the Memorial 
Edition Committee to bring out the present Volume in the best pos- 
sible form and get up. 

Dr. SUKTHANKAR was connected with the University of Bombay 
in several capacities for more than two decades. His cordial relations 
with all the authorities of the University are evident not only from 
the grant sanctioned by the Syndicate towards the costs of this Edition 
but by the personal generosity of the Vice-Chancellor, the Registrar, 
the Deputy Registrar, the Librarian and many other office-bearers of 
the University. I am deeply touched by their prompt and spontaneous 
response to my appeal regarding this Edition and I convey to all these 
friends of Dr. SUXTHANKAR at the premier academic body of the pro- 
vince the grateful thanks of the Memorial Committee for their sincere 
appreciation of the work of the Committee, 


In concluding this preface I must record the valuable services 
rendered to the Memorial Edition by Mr. M. N. KULKARNI, the 
enterprising Manager of the Karntak Publishing House, Bombay, 
but for whose high regard for Dr. SUKTHANKAR and spontaneous co- 
operation on the very day this scheme was discussed we would not 
have dreamt of undertaking this Edition at a time when the extra- 
ordinary high cost of printing and the scarcity of paper had chilled 
all academic enterprises in this country. Like my esteemed friends 
Dr. KATRE and Pror. KosAMBI, Mr. KULKARNI has fulfilled his guaran- 
tee also to the letter by publishing this First Volume of the Memorial 
Edition most promptly and efficiently and thus kept up the high 
traditions of his Publishing House for excellent printing and typo- 
graphy, which are absolutely essential for good editing according to 
the standards of Dr. SUKTHANKAR. 

In presenting this first volume of the Sukthankar Memorial Edi- 
tion to-day, the first anniversary of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s lamented de- 
mise, the Memorial Committee has completed half of its promised 
work. Though I am thankful to all my colleagues on the Memorial 
Committee for their continuous co-operation so far, I must reserve my 
final thanks to them to a future date when the Second Volume of this 
Edition is completed and presented to the public. 


P. K. Gope 
Poona 4 } Hon, Secretary and Managing Editor 
21st January, 1944. Dr. V. S. Sukthankar Memorial Edition 
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FOREWORD" 


An elaborate introduction containing a comprehensive account of the 
Manuscript material as also a detailed discussion of the principles of Mahi- 
bhdrata textual criticism will be published with the last fascicule of the 
Adiparvan. The following cursory remarks are intended merely to guide the 
reader meanwhile through the labyrinth of a very complicated apparatus 
criticus. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

In the Mahabharata manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any 
literary tradition, the textual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of 
versions as well as an amazing mixture of versions. Divers elements have 
been working from the earliest times in favour of the development of different 
types, on the one hand : on the other hand, there were not wanting elements 
that operated against the evolution of sharply differentiated types. To un- 
derstand the phenomenon of this luxuriant growth and indiscriminate fusion 
of versions, one must appreciate clearly certain details of historical moment, 
certain special factors in the transmission of the Mahabharata—traits which 
distinguish our work’ from every other known text except the Ramayana and 
possibly the Homeric epopees. Notwithstanding the fact that we know so 
little that is certain and definite about the early history of tha text, we may, 
it seems to me, with confidence assume that after its composition the great 
epic was for centuries handed down (in differing forms and sizes) from bard 
to bard merely by word of mouth. It is moreover extremely probable that 
even after the text had been written down, large portions of it, cspecially 
such portions as were popular, continued to be committed to memory, by 
itinerant raconteurs for purposes of recitation. It is further easy to believe 
that no great care was lavished on the text by these custodians of the tradi- 
tion to guard it against partial corruption and elaboration or against ar- 
bitrary emendation and normalization : to reproduce the received text with 
any great precision would be neither attempted by these bards nor required 
of them. It was then inevitable that the protean oral tradition should in 
one form or another react on the written tradition and vice versa. One im- 
portant and necessary consequence of such antecedents as these is the im- 
possibility of retracing’ all extant versions to any fixed and authentic arche- 
type ; since some of the modern editions could not but be descendants of 
fluctuating oral versions reduced to writing in some distant past, indepen- 
dently of each other, at different epochs and in different circumstances. In 
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other words, even in its early phases the Mahabharata text tradition must 
have been not uniform and singular, but multiple and polygenous. To com- 
plicate matters {2} further there appears to have followed a period in which 
there was a free comparison of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings, 
operations which in the course of indiscriminate crossing and re-crossing have 
completely confused the differentie and produced a perfect wilderness of 
hybrid types. These are, at least in part, still mere surmises. But the as- 
sumption of some such complicated derangements, beyond the normal vicis- 
situdes of transmission, is necessary, to account for the strange vagaries of 
the Mah’bharata manuscript tradition : to explain why in the best manus- 
cripts one comes across at every step readings that are manifestly inferior 
and additional lines that are incontestably spurious : to elucidate how textual 
alterations, especially interpolations, starting from the most inconspicuous 
source of diaskeuasis, could extend over large areas with comparative ease 
and rapidity. 

This state of things, if true, would make it impossible to apply to the 
Mahabharata the special canons of textual criticism which are derived from 
a study of classical (Greek and Latin) texts and which depend ultimately 
upon there being a more or less complete concatenation of copies and exem- 
plars reaching finally back to a single authentic (written) archetype. The 
conflation of codices may, moreover, have been carried to such an extreme 
that we may even have to renounce all pretensions to disentangle completely, 
by means of purely objective criteria, their intricate mutual relationships. 
It would, therefore, be well not to ignore entirely the possibility that a wholly 
satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine form—even the late so- 
called Satasiihasri sarhhita form—may be a task now beyond the powers of 
criticism. 

Even though the problem be insoluble on the ideal plane, yet a partial 
solution of it is by: no means impracticable and may with considerable gain 
be attempted. This fascicule will, I hope, demonstrate that a considerable 
portion of the inherited text can be incontestably proved to be authentic and 
unimpeachable : and that on the other hand certain portions of the “ vulgate ” 
can, equally indisputably, be shewn to be spurious. In other words, we seem 
entitled to assert that notwithstanding the existence of what may be termed 
“ original doublets” (fluctuations inherited from a period of purely oral trans- 
mission), as well as a vast number of secondary variants (brought in through 
corruption and emendation during the period of mainly written transmission), 
—that despite the vagaries which surround a small part of the poem with a 
haze of uncertainty, the unification of the tradition could in regard to the 
major part of the epic be carried to a degree of approximation which may be 
deemed sufficient for all intents and purposes. 


Ordinarily in text reconstruction a_safe expedient is to take as basis the 
oldest of the “best family” of manuscripts and to authenticate it in the 
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critical edition. This expedient, though unquestionably safe and in most 
cases indubitably effective, fails totally in the present instance, assuming what 
has been said above about the fusion of types to be true : because by follow- 
ing any manuscript, even the oldest and the best, we shall be authenticating 
just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it should be the aim of 
criticism to avoid. The peculiar conditions of the transmission of the epic 
force upon us an eclectic but cautious utilization of all manuscript 
classes. Since all categories of manuscripts have their strong points 
and their weak points, each variant has to be judged on its own 
merits. When the criteria at our disposal fail to give a positive result, we 
have to content {3} ourselves with a stop-gap that will give the required sense 
or at least complete the metrical line. A text prepared, with due circum- 
spection, on eclectic principles will, I am fully persuaded, present a more faith- 
ful picture of the elusive “ original” than any single extant codex could do. 
That in these circumstances the editor will occasionally make mistakes—at 
times perhaps gross mistakes—is as certain as inevitable ; for it is to be fear- 
ed that there is no royal road 1o success in this incomparably difficult field. 
The method of Mahabharata textual criticism can be evolved only from a 
special study of the Mahabharata manuscripts and of the Mahabharata 
manuscript tradition. More than one attcmpt will probably have to be made 
before the ideal is attained. It will, therefore, be prudent not to expect too 
much from the first critical cdition, nor to claim too much for it. 


MANUSCRIPT MATERIAL 


The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the first two adhyadyas of 
the Adiparvan are as follows : 
I. N(orTHERN) RECENSION 
Kaémiri (or North-western) Version in Devanigari transcript (K). 
K, = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No, 229 of 1895-1902. 
K, = London, India Office Library, MS. No. 2137. 
K, '= Poona, Govt, MSS. Callection, MS. No. 182 of 1891-95, Dated V. Sarh. 
1694 (ca, 1637 AD). 
K,'= Baroda, Central Library, MS. No. 632. Dated V. Sarh. 1575 (ca, 1518 
AD.). 
K,= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 565 of 1882-83. 
K, = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, MS. No. 1. 
K,'= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No, 209 of 1887-91. 
Maithili Version (V). 
V,'= Nepal, Darbar Library, MS. No. 1364. Dated La, Sar. 411 (ca, 1530 
AD). 


Bangali Version (B). 








B,'= Bolpur, Visvabharati Library, MS. No. 1, 
B,'=Bolpur, Viévabharati Library, MS. No. 258. 
Bolpur, Viévabharati Library, MS. No. 264. 





B,'= Bolpur, Viévabharati Library, MS. No, 41 


4 FOREWORD 


Devanagari Versions (D). 

Devanagari Version of Arjunamiéra (Da). 
Da,'= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 30 of A 1879-80. 
Da,!== Poona, Govt. MSS, Collection, Viérambag Coll. I, MS. No, 468. 


Devandgari Version of Nilakantha (Dn.), 
Dn, = MS. belonging to Sardar Kibe of Indore. 
Dn, '= Mysore, Oriental Library, MS. No. 1064. 
Dn,:= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 234 of 1892-1902. 


Devanagari Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr). 
Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1264. 
Dr, ‘=:Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1199, 
= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1313. 
Dr,‘= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1339. 


4 
Devanagari Mixed Versions, 

D, = Poona, Govt. MSS, Collection, MS. No, 29 of A 1879-80, 

‘anjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1152. 

‘anjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1360. 

D, = Tanjore Palace Library, MS. No. 1126. 

r4y D, = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, MS. No. 4. 

D= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1223. 

‘anjore, Palace Library, MS. Na. 1269. 

‘anjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1329. 

‘anjore, Palace Library, MS. Na 1176. 

Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1293, 

Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1340. 

Tanjore, Palace Library, MS, No. 1373. 

D,,'= Poona, Govt. MSS, Collection, Viérambag Coll. 11, MS, No. 191. 
D,, = Poona, Govt. MSS: Collection, Viérimbag Coll.’ II, MS. No. 266, 


1, S(OuTHERN) RECENSION. 















D, 
D, 


vy 


D, 


Telugu Version (T). 
T,:= Yadu Math Collection MS. (without No.) 
‘.*= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11865, 


Grantha Version (G). 
G,\= Yadu Math Collection MS. (without! No.) 
G, = Yadu Math Collection MS. (without No.) 
= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11823. 
G, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS, No. 11838, 
G, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. Na, 11851, 
G,'= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11860, 
G,'= Yadu Math Collection MS, (without No.) 
Malayalam Version (M). 
M, = MS, belonging to Chief of Idapillai, Cochin. 
M, ‘= Cochin, State Library, MS. No, 5, 
M, = Cochin, State Library, MS. No. 1. 
Mi'= MS. belonging to Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin, 


In addition to the above, two Baroda Library MSS, of the commentary 
by Devabodha (without the epic text) were collated ; the important readings 
found in this commentary have been cited with the symbol Cd. 
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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MANUSCRIPTS 
AND THEIR MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP 


An important advance made in the classification of the manuscripts 
is the separation of archetype K (which represents Devangari transcripts 
of the Kaémiti or North-western version) from other so-called Devandgari 
versions. The affinity of K is documented by the following agreements : 


1, 1. 2°: K ( except Ki) mew; Du eff; the rest (inclusive of Ki) 


marti, 
1.1.8: K agifirens, Vi dager 3°; the rest dae’; ae 3° or AT. 
1, 1. 49°: K V; Bi m a@eadtrtt ; the rest deve” or afereq aH, 
1.1. 51°: K Brag; V, Rite; the rest arti, 
4.1. 192°: K ( except Ks ) geraraara:; the rest (incl. Ks ) gyrate. 


1, 2. 23°: K (except Ki.c) amaftg tera, the rest (incl. Ky. ) deanted- 
fet ora, 


1. 2. 76*: K ( Ks missing ) aero carat; Na Seqrtra ¢; the rest qerat 
a aia. 


Only K,, represent archetype K in a comparatively pure form. Next 
to these in purity stands K,; while K,., are nothing but misch-codices, K, 
being conflated with the “ vulgate” and K,., with some Southern version (cf. 
1, 1. 26 and 22*, 25*)}. K,., contains a text which is shorter and more archaic 
than either the Bangali or the {5} “‘vulgate.” It is worthy of note that while 
these two manuscripts (K,.,) have more readings in common with manus- 
cripts of the Southern recension than either of the two latter groups, yet 
they contain not a single “additional” line which could be considered as a 
characteristic Southern interpolation —V, stands, as is to be expected, nearest 
to the Bangali version, but it is noteworthy that in a few cases V, and K 
agree in opposition to all other manuscripts, where it is impossible to consider 
the agreement as purely accidental (cf. 1. 1. 8, 49¢).—-The Bangali version 
is slightly superior to the “vulgate,” in so far that it is not interpolated quite 
so heavily as the latter. Bangali omits (like K) not only the Brahma-Ganeéa 
episode in the first adhyaya, but (unlike K) also the short dialogue between 
Pareéurama and his ancestors in the second, both unquestionably spurious 
and both found in the “vulgate.” Occasionally Bangali manuscripts agree 
with Southern manuscripts in opposition to K and the “ vulgate” (cf. 1. J. 
223, 424). In these cases I have adopted as authentic the concordant read- 
ings of the Bang&li and Southern manuscripts in preference to those of K. 
Bangali alone has in a few cases preserved the correct reading as compared 
with all the other manuscripts (cf. 1. 1. 62°).—Closely connected with the 
Banga is the version of Arjunamiéra. It not only agrees with the Bangali 
in the omission of the Brahma’-Ganefa episode and of the dialogue mentioned 
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above, but it shares with the Bangali quite a number of isolated readings 
against all other manuscripts. The (epic) text in the Arjunamiéra codices 
js frequently contaminated from the “ vulgate” and has to be corrected with 
the help of Arjunamiéra’s commentary (cf. 1, 1. 174, 22?).—Ratnagarbha’s 
text is eclectic, standing palpably under the influence of the Southern recension 
(cf. 24*, 25*, 27*).—-Nilakantha’s version (which may conveniently be styled 
the “vulgate”) presents a smooth text, with an inconsiderable amount of 
Southern element. It may be noted that in rare cases the Bombay edition 
(of Ganpat Kysnaji) contains readings which have no manuscript support at 
all or have at best very weak manuscript support—Next we have the mixed 
Devanagari group represented by D,_,,, misch-codices of small trustworthiness 
and of no special value for critical purposcs. D,.,, contain a very large num- 
ber of old readings in common with manuscripts of the K group, but D,, 
shows at the same time some Southern readings and some unique readings 
not found clsewhcre (cf. 1. 1. 50°, 63; 2. 101"). Dy 4. are palpably under 
the influence of the Southern tradition-~Telugu manuscripts have been placed 
in the Southern recension, but they belong in a sense to both recensions ; they 
ate eclectic on no recognizable principles—It is difficult to define precisely 
the relationship between the Grantha and the Malayalam versions, which are 
very closely allied ; each of them exhibits nevertheless certain features not 
found in the other (cf. 1. 1. 1842). On the whole the Grantha version pro- 
duces the impression of being less interpolated and more archaic than the 
other. This version has two sub-groups, G,_, and G,_,; numerous cross- 
agreements belwcen the two sub-groups show that our manuscripts are con- 
flated. G, does not belong to either of these groups; in point of fact, it is 
a misch-codex contaminated from the Northern tradition and closely allied 
to T, (cf. 1. 1. 68, 64) —-M, often stands in antagonism to M,.,, sometimes 
agreeing with manuscripts of the Northern recension (cf. 1. 1. 32¢¢, 414, 719, 
128¢),. The Southern recension, as already remarked, agrees with archetype 
K more closely than with any other Northern version. 


{6} The Southern version of the first two adhyayas is on the whole shorter 
than the “vulgate”; but the shortest version of these two adhydyas is 
that preserved by K,,, Ko being probably even shorter than K,. The naive. 
Brahma-Ganeéa episode, the Jongest as well as the most obvious interpolation 
in the text of the’ “ vulgate”, has been relegated to the Appendix (cf. 1. 1. 26, 
58, 60, 62, 64). Its spuriousness has now been placed beyond the domain 
of sane criticism through its absence in K,,, V, B Da D, M,. In the South. 
em manuscripts (and in some conflated Devanagari manuscripts) Brahm’ 
alone is introduced ; in these there is no talk of Ganesa, who is unquestionably 
a late Northern intruder. The yeda@srausam section is also evidently an in- 
terpolation, but a considerably older one. Being merely a string of stanzas 
summarizing some of the most important incidents and episodes of the epic, 
it lent itself easily to being further interpolated by revisers who wanted to 
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supply the omissions and thus make the summary as complete as possible. 
To present the oldest form of this section now recoverable, I have deemed 
it sufficient to accept as genuine only such stanzas as are found verbatim in 
both the recensions. Here again K,. have the fewest interpolations, The 
“table of contents” in the second adhyaya is preserved in two versions, a 
longer and a shorter. Ky, S (except G,) have the shorter version, which 
has been adopted in the constituted text as the authentic one. 


Since 1 have not been able to discover any traces of “ secondary interrela- 
tionship” between archetypes K and S, I consider the agreement between 
these two archetypes as “ primitive”, that is depending upon their primitive 
connection through the Ur-Mahdbharata. This concord is a factor of supreme 
importance for the reconstruction of the text. The originality of the agrec- 
ment is established, in my opinion, by the following considerations, The con- 
cordant readings of K and S represent as often as not a lectio difficilior (cf. 
1, 1. 19", 94%, 158¢). Frequently such a reading best explains the other vari- 
ants (cf. 1. 1. 1. 2*, 145). Furthermore the “ additional” stanzas which are 
found in the “ vulgate" but are missing in K and $ have all the appearance 
of being interpolations, lengthening and weakening the text (cf. 19*, 29", 35*- 
38) ; the same remark applies to the additional stanzas that are found in 
the Southern recension but are missing in K and the “vulgate” (cf. 21*, 
22*, 27*). The high position of K seems confirmed by its being the shortest 
of the known versions, 


THE CONSTITUTED TEXT 


In preparing the constituted text of the first two adhyayas, I have endca- 
voured to balance the eclecticism advocated in certain matters with a rigid 
conservatism insisted on in others. I have been most averse to reject or cor- 
rect the readings of good manuscripts. Interpretation has throughout been 
given precedence over emendation ; in the first two adhyayas, no emendation 
seemed absolutely necessary, nor any absolutely certain. Solecisms, when 
shewn to be original by a clear agreement on this point between (what ap- 
peared to be) independent versions, have been allowed to stand uncorrected 
(ef. 1. 1, 54, 170¢), As a general rule, preference is given to a reading which 
best suggests how other readings might have arisen. When such a reading 
was not available the choice fell upon one which is common to (what prima 
facie appeared to be) more or less independent versions and which is support- 
ed by intrinsic probability ; the presumption of originality in such cases is fre- 
quently confirmed by a lack of definite agreement between the dis-{7}-cordant 
versions. Occasionally one comes across variants where the matter is identical 
but the wording of a large part or of the whole of the line is different ; one 
and the same primitive reading cannot in these cases account for the diver- 
gence. In the presence of such alternatives, neither of which can have come 
from the other and which have equal extrinsic support and equal intrinsic 


merit, the criteria mentioned above fail to give a positive result. A particular 
instance of the variation contemplated here is that of a puzzling form of 2 
cross-agreement between the Northern and Southern versions ; when, for in- 
stance, some Kaémiri and Malayalam manuscripts agree in opposition to say, 
Bangali and Grantha (cf. 1. 1. 60°). In such cases, J have, owing to the 
much greater correctness of the K version, mostly adopted, as stopgaps, the 
readings of K,,, the manuscripts which present the archetype K in a rela- 
tively pure form. 

I have given in the constituted text whatever in each case appeared to 
be supported by the balance of probabilities, indicating all the important ele- 
ments—lines, phrases, significant words and word-parts—of the text that are 
less than, certain by a wavy line printed below them. Insignificant differences 
of spelling (e.g. Naimisa-Naimiga) are ignored for this purpose. 

Doubt which cannot be resolved by a consideration of the documentary 
or intrinsic probability, entailing the use of the wavy line, arises in the follow- 
ing cases: (a) when the transmitted readings appear to be corrupt and no 
satisfactory emendation can be suggested ; (b) when there are several read- 
ings of equal merit ; in particular where the Northern and the Southem recen- 
sions offer two different readings of equal value ; Jastly (c) when the evidence 
bro et conira of documentary and intrinsic probability is equally balanced. 

As regards interpolations, the additional lines are so ingeniously fashion- 
ed and cunningly fitted in, that in any given case the intrinsic evidence is 
generally inconclusive. In other words, if we leave out of account the docu- 
mentary evidence, no convincing proof can in general be brought forward to 
establish either the originality or the spuriousness of the added lines. We 
cannot, however, entirely ignore the evidence of tradition. Everything points 
to the fact that what the epic has suffered from is inflation and elaboration, 
and not depletion or curtailment. On principle, therefore, lines that are pecu- 
Jiar to one recension, having nothing whatsoever cotresponding to them, at the 
sdme point, in the other recension, are to be viewed with grave suspicion. 
Unless there is overwhelming evidence to prove their originality, they should 
be treated as spurious ; because, the probability of error is far greater in ad- 
mitting as authentic such one-recension lines on insufficient evidence of ori- 
ginality (both recensions being placed on an equal footing and treated with 
impartiality) than in rejecting them on insufficient evidence of spuriousness. 
It may be added that the presumption of unauthenticity is frequently confirm- 
ed by the fact that in the recension in which such lines do occur, they are 
found inserted in different manuscripts. (or different versions) at different 
points of the text. 


T am greatly indebted to Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief of Aundh, 
for uniform kindness and courtesy ; but still more for the absolute confidence he is 
pleased to repose in me. I must also record my thanks, for help of various kinds, to 
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My colleagues on the Mahabharata [8} Editorial Board ; Prof. Vaijnath K. Rasvabe, 
M.A.; Mr. Vishwanath P. VAIDYA, BAR-AT-LAW ; Prof. Dr. R. ZIMMERMANN, S.J., 
PH.D. ; Prof. Dr. V. G. PARANJPE, M.A., D.LITT. ; and Mr. N. B. UTGIKAR, M.A. 
But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness to Mr. VampyA and to 
Rev. Fr. ZIMMERMANN, whose advice and ready help have accompanied my labours 
from the time I first accepted the responsibilities of the work. Nothing has en- 
couraged me more in this arduous and fascinating task than the unwavering interest 
with which they have followed it. In connection with the help the Editorial Board 
hag received from collaborators outside the Institute, I have to record the indebted- 
ness of the Board to: Pandit Vidhushekhar BHATTACHARYA, M.A., Principal of the 
Visvabharati, Bolpur; Rajaguru Pandit Hemras, Director of Public Instruction, 
Nepal ; M. R. Ry. Sambamurti Row, Honorary Secretary, Palace Library, Tanjore ; 
and Prof, K. Rama PISHAROTI, M.A., Principal of the Sanskrit College, Trippunit- 
tura, Cochin. These gentlemen have been good enough to supply the Institute with 
carefully prepared collations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which were 
kindly procured for the purpose by them. The Nirnaya Sagar Press has rendered 
ungrudgingly every assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which 
appeared to me best suited for the purposes of the work. The illustration accom- 
panying this fascicule is prepared from a water-cdlour painting kindly supplied by 
the Chief of Aundh. 





In conclusion, I may be permitted to remark that the renown of the 
Bharatavarga, of its Princes and its People, is for all time inseparably linked 
with the Mahabharata, which is, in more senses than one the greatest epic the 
world has produced. It must be manifest to anyone who bestows a thought 
on the subject that the monumental work of preparing the first critical edition 
of this colossal encyclopedia of ancient India could be carried on and com- 
pleted by the young Institute by which it has been undertaken only if it can 
count upon substantial aid from other sources and upon co-operation on 2 
much wider scale. If the Princes and the People of India were to associate 
themselves with this imposing enterprise, they would indeed be supporting 
a national work. On behalf of the Institute which I represent, I appeal to 
all true Indians to ally themselves with the Institute in supporting the publi- 
cation of a work which is in a unique manner bound up with the history of 
the Indian people and the prestige of Indian scholarship. 


Jonwary 1927. V. S. SUKTHANKAR. 


POSTCRIPT 


Since the manuscript of this fascicule was sent to the press, 1 was able 
to make arrangements for securing collations of Sarad4 and Nepali manuscripts 
of the Adiparvan. These collations will be published later. Here it may just 
be remarked that the collations so far received wholly support the constituted 
text, especially as regards the interpolated stanzas, proving the correctness of 
the method adopted in setting the text. 


May 1927. v.85. 


PROLEGOMENA * 


The need of a critical or as it was sometimes called a “correct” edition 
of the Mahabharata has been felt (at first, of course, rather vaguely) by 
Sanskritists for over half a century. It was voiced, however, in a clear and 
emphatic manner, for the first time, by Professor M. WINTERNITZ, at the 
XIth International Congress of Orientalists, held at Paris, in 1897, when he 
read a paper drawing attention to the South Indian manuscripts of the 
Great Epic and ending with the remark that a critical edition of the Maha- 
bharata was “wanted as the only sound basis for all Mahabharata studics, 
nay, for all studies connected with the epic literature of India” The idea 
received a concrete shape in his proposal for the foundation of a Sanskrit 
Epic Text Society, which he laid before the very next session of the Oriental 
Congress (XIIth), held in Rome (1899). Again, three years later, at the 
following session of the Congress (XIIIth), held in Hamburg (1902), Pro- 
fessor WINTERNITZ reiterated his requisition and endeavoured to impress 
again upon the assembled savants that a “critical edition of the Mahabha- 
rata was a sine qué non for all historical and critical research regarding the 
Great Epic of India”. 


The reception accorded to the various proposals made by Professor 
‘WINTERNITZ in connection with his favourite project was not as cordial as 
might have been expected from an enlightened, international assemblage of 
Sanskritists. “At first”, writes Professor WINTERNIT2Z himself,> “the idea 
of a critical edition of the Mahabharata met with great scepticism. Most 
scholars were of opinion that it was impossible to restore a critical text of 
the Great Epic,.and that we should have to be satisfied with editing the 
South Indian text, while the North Indian text was represented well enough 
by the Calcutta and Bombay editions. Only few scholars were in full agree- 
ment with the plan of one critical edition”. 

Notwithstanding this general apathy, a committee was appointed by the 
Indian Section of the International Congress of Orientalists in Rome (1899) 
to consider the proposal of Professor WINTERNITz for the foundation of a 
Sanskrit Epic Text Society, already mentioned. This committee was not in 
favour of the said proposal. It recommended instead that the work of 
preparing the critical edition should be undertaken by the International 
Association of Academies. The London session of this Association, held in 


*[To tha Adiparvan.] 2 See below. 
2 Cf, WinrerNiz, Idol, Prag. 1 (1929). 58 ff 3 ibid. p. 58, 
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1904, adopted the above suggestion and resolved “to make the critical edi- 
tion of the Mahabharata one of the tasks to be undertaken under its auspices 
and with the help of funds to be raised by the Academies.” In pursuance 
of this decision, the Academies of Berlin and Vienna sanctioned certain 
funds earmarked for the Mahabharata work, with whcse help the prelimi- 
nary work for the critical edition was actually begun. 


{2} In furtherance of this project, then, Professor H. Liers prepared 
a “Specimen” of a critical edition of the Mahabharata (Druckprobe einer 
kritischen Ausgabe des Mahabharata, Leipzig 1908) with the funds provid- 
ed for the purpose by the Kénigliche Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften in 
Géttingen The Specimen, which was meant only for private circulation? 
consisted of 18 pages, comprising the constituted text (pp. 1-11)of the first 
67 stanzas of the Adiparvan with thcir various readings (printed as foot- 
notes), an Appendix (pp. 12-17), on a similar plan, containing the text of 
the Brahma-Ganesa interpolation (with is variants), and finally a list 
(p. 18) of the 29 manuscripts, selected exclusively from European libraries, 
which formed the specimen apparatus criticus* This little brochure, which 
thust rank in the annals of Mahabharata studies as the first tentative criti 
cal edition of the Mahabharata, was laid before the Indian Section of the 
XVth International Congress of Orientalists, held in Copenhagen (1908). 
The tender seedling, planted with infinite care, did not, however, thrive in the 
uncongenial European soil. Twenty years later, in 1928, at the XVIIth 
International Congress of Orientalists, held at Oxford, Professor WINTER- 
Nitz reported that, under the scheme of the International Association of 
Academies, “exccpt this specimen (Druckprobe) nothing has been 
printed ”’.+ 


However, in the interval some preliminary work, such as the classifying 
and collating of manuscripts had been done by Professer Liipers and some 
of his pupils (among them my fellow-student and friend Dr. Johannes 
Nopet, now Professor in the University of Marburg), by Professor WIN- 
‘ERNITZ and his pupil Dr. Otto Stetn, and by Dr. Bernhard GEIGER 
(Vienna). The last great World War gave its quietus to this ambitious 
project, sponsored by the Associated Academies of Europe and America, and 
finally diverted the attention of European scholars from the Mah&bhdrata 
Probiem. 


1 It was printed by the firm of W. Drugulin. 

2 Professor WINTERNITZ had sent me, in 1926, his copy, on loan, for perusal, 
which I retumed to him almost immediately afterwards. 

% The brochure did not contain any preface, or explanatory notes. 

4 See also the remarks of Professor A. A. MACDONELL printed in the “Re- 
port of the Joint Session of the Royal Asiatic Society, Société Asiatique, American 
Oriental Society, and Scuola Orientale, Reale Universita di Roma, September 3-6, 
1919 in JRAS. 1920. 149. Cf. also ABI. 4, 145 ff. 


12 PROLEGOMENA 


After the war, the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, then in its 
early infancy, enthusiastically undertook the work, making a fresh start, 
fortunately without realizing fully the enormousness of the project or the 
complicacies of the problem. At a meeting of the General Body of the 
Institute, held on July 6, 1918, Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief 
(now Ruler) of Aundh—the liberal and enthusiastic patron of diverse projects 
calculated to stimulate research, advance knowledge, and enhance Indian 
prestige—the president elect on the occasion, easily persuaded by a band of 
young and hopeful Sanskritists who had returned to India after completing 
their philological training abroad, with their heads full of new ideas, urged 
upon the audience the need of preparing a Critical and Ilhustrated Edition 
of the Mahabharata, offering to contribute, personally, a lakh of rupees, by 
annual grants, towards the expenses of producing the edition! The donor 
was warmly thanked for this princely [3} gift and the offer was gratefully ac- 
cepted by the spokesmen of the Institute, who in their turn undertook to 
prepare an edition that would meet with the high requirements of modern 
critical scholarship. In accordance with this decision of the General Body 
of the Institute, the late lamented Sir Ramkrishna Gopal BHANDARKAR, the 
doyen of the Sanskritists of Western India and the inspirer of the critical 
and rigorous scholarship of the present day, inaugurated, in April 1919, this 
monumental work by formally beginning the collation of the opening man- 
tra of the works of the ancient Bhagavata sect, which is found also at the 
beginning of some manuscripts of the Mahabharata :* 


araot aERT AL Se ACTA | 
dat aceadt Sa oat waqtteaa tl 


Then, on the basis of the promise of the donation of a lakh of rupees by the 
Ruler of Aundh, the Institute appealed for the very large financial support 
needed to Indian governments, princes, and men of wealth. Not as many 
favourable responses were received as might have been expected ; but very 
generous aid was and is being given by some, whose names are recorded 
elsewhere. 


The reasons which have induced Sanskritists both here and abroad to 
undertake this gigantic enterprise are easy to understand. The pre-emi- 
nent importance of the epic is universally acknowledged. Next to the 
Vedas, it is the most valuable product of the entire literature of ancient 
India, so rich in notable works. Venerable for its very antiquity, it is one 

3 Cf. Bhavanrao Pandit Pratinidhi, ABJ. 3 (1921-22). 1 f. Also A Pros- 
pectus of @ New and Criticat Edition of the Mahabharata (Poona 1919), pub- 
lished by the Institute, p. v. 

® For instance, the stanza is foreign to the entire Southern recension of the 
epic. Cf. also Biuuer-Kirste, Ind Stud. No. 2, p. 4, 2; and Sylvain Lévi, 
R. G. Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 99. 
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of the most inspiring monuments of the world, and an inexhaustitle mine 
for the investigation of the religion, mythology, legend, philosophy, law, 
custom, and political and social institutions of ancient India. 

As a result of researches that have been carried on during the last 
thirty-five years or so, there is now no doubt whatsoever that the text of 
the Mahabhfrata has undergone numerous changes! The texts of the 
Northern and Southern manuscripts—to mention only two of the manus- 
cript classes—are widely divergent, and much uncertainty prevails regarding 
the correctness and originality of the texts preserved by them. The exist- 
ing editions—which either merely reproduce the version of a particular type 
of manuscripts, like the Bombay edition,? or else are eclectic on no recog- 
nizable principles, like the Kumbhakonam edition—fail to remove the uncer- 
tainty of the text. 


The present edition of the epic is intended chiefly to remedy this un- 
satisfactory state of things. What the promoters of this scheme desire to 
produce and supply is briefly this: a critical edition of the Mahabharata 
in the preparation of which all important versions of the Great Epic shail 
have been taken into consideration, and all important manuscripts collated, 
estimated and turned to account. Since all divergent readings of any im 
portance will be given in the critical notes, printed at the foot of the page, 
this {4} edition will, for the first time, render it possible for the reader to have 
before him the entire significant evidence for each individual passage. The 
value of this method for scientific investigation of the epic is obvious. 
Another feature of the new edition will be this. Since not even the seem- 
ingly most irrelevant line or stanza, actually found in a Mahabharata 
manuscript collated for the edition, is on any account omitted, this edition 
of the Mahabharata will be, in a sense, more complete than any previous 
edition." It will be a veritable thesaurus of the Mahabharata’ tradition. 


Under the scheme outlined above, a tentative edition of the Virdtapar- 
van was prepared by the late Mr. Narayan Bapuji Utorxar, M.A., and 
published by the Institute in 1923. Copies of this edition were distributed 
gratis among leading Sanskritists—Indian, European and American—with 
a view tc eliciting from them a frank expression of their opinion on the 
method worked out by the then editor-in-chief. The opinions received were 
very favourable and highly encouraging. The valuable suggestions made 


1 The earliest systematic study of the subject seems to have been made by 
BURNELL in hia Aindra Grammaridas ; cf. also his Classified Index to the Sanskrit 
MSS. in the Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180. 

2 Representing the Nilakantha tradition. 

% The Institute intends to publish, as a supplement to this edition, a Pratika 
Index of the Mahabharata, which will be an alphabetical index of every aingle 
Pada of the text of the epic. 
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by many eminent authorities have been to a great extent followed in the 
subsequent work. 

COLLATION OF MANUSCRIPTS 

Collation of the manuscripts is being done, regularly, not merely at the Insti- 
tute, but also at the Visvabharati of Rabindranath Tacore in Bengal under the 
supervision of Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA, and at the Saraswati Mahal 
in Tanjore under the supervision of M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T, Sambamurthi Rao 
AvL, B.A, BL. These outside centres were at first intended chiefly for the colla- 
tion of the Bengali and the Telugu-Grantha manuscripts respectively. But provi- 
sion has now been made at the Institute itself for the collation of manuscripts 
written in any of the seven scripts (Sarada, Nepali, Maithili, Bengali, Telugu, 
Graatha and Malayalam), besides Devandgari, which are ordinarily required for 
our Mahabhirata work, 

The entire Mahabharata stands now collated from a minimum of ten manus- 
cripts ; many parvans have been completely collated from twenty manuscripts ; 
some {rom thirty ; a few from as many as forty ; while the first two adhydyas of the 
Adi, which have special importance for the critical constitution of the text of the 
entire epic, were collated from no less than sixty manuscripts, 

The collation is done by a permanent staff of specially trained Shastris (Nor- 
thern as well as Southern) and University graduates. For the purposes of oolla- 
tion, each Mahabharata stanza (according to the Bombay edition of Ganpat 
KrisuHNajt, Saka 1799) is first written out, in bold characters, on the top line of 
a standard, horizontally and vertically ruled foolscap sheet. The variant read: 
ings are entered by the collator horizontally along a line allotted to the manus- 
cript collated, akgara by akgara, in the appropriate column, vertically below the 
corresponding portion of the original reading of the “Vulgate”. On the right 
of each of these collation sheets, there is a column four inches wide reserved for 
remarks (regarding corrections, marginal additions etc.}, and for “‘ additional” 
stanzas found in the manuscripts collated, either immediately before or after [5] the 
stanza in question. Very long “additions” are written out on separate " Sodha- 
patras" and attached to the collation sheets. The collations are regularly checked 
by a batch of collators different from the one which did the collation in the first 
instance, before they are handed over to the editor for the constitution of the text, 


THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 
GENERAL ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS 


It is by no means easy to answer the question how many manuscripts of 
the Mahabharata there are in existence ; firstly, because, no complete list of 
these manuscripts has ever been compiled; and, secondly, because the ex- 
pression “ Mahabharata manuscript”, as ordinarily used, is ambiguous in 
the extreme ; it may apply to a small manuscript of the Bhagavadgita alone, 
as well as to a complete manuscript of the Mahabharata, in several volumes, 
containing all the eighteen parvans. Moreover, the parvans are mostly 
handed down separately, or in groups of few parvans at a time, at least in 
the oldest manuscripts now preserved. Therefore, in taking stock of Maha- 
bhdrata manuscripts, it is best to take as unit of measurement a’ manuscript 
of a single parvan. 
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As a very approximate computation, I may state that there are known 
to be about 235 manuscripts of the Adi, counting only such as have 
come within my knowledge from catalogues of private and public libraries 
accessible to me, as also those manuscripts whose owners have sent them to 
the Institute for collation or inspection. But this is probably by a long 
way not the total number of extant manuscripts of this parvan, because 
there must be quite a large number of manuscripts in private hands, of 
which we know next to nothing. It has been the experience of most 
manuscript collectors in India that when one takes the trouble to look for 
the manuscripts, they turn up in quite astonishing numbers, though they 
are as a rule late and of questionable worth. Of these 235 manuscripts of 
the Adi, a little less than half (107) are in the Devanagari script alone. The 
other scripts: are represented in this collection as follows: Bengali 32, 
Grantha 31, Telugu 28, Malayalam 26, Nepali 5, Sarad4 3 Maithili 1, 
Kannada 1, and Nandinagari 1. 


Of these manuscripts of the Adi about 70 (ie. a little more than 29 
per cent of the total) were fully or partly examined arid collated for this 
edition. And of these again about 60 were actually utilized in preparing 
the text, The critical apparatus of the first two adhyayas gives the colla- 
tions of 50 manuscripts. Many of these were, however, discarded in the 
sequel as misch-codices of small trustworthiness and of no special value for 
critical purposes. At the same time a few other manuscripts (such as the 
Saradi and Nepali codices), which were not available in the beginning, 
were added to the critical apparatus subsequently. A table given below 
supplies all the necessary details of the critical apparatus as to where the 
collations of the different manuscripts begin, where they end, and so on and 
80 forth. 


{6} The choice of the critical apparatus is not easy matter, owing to 
the astonishing bulk and the amazing variety of the material. The number of 
exact duplicates among these is decidedly small and almost negligible. An 
exception to this mule is formed only by manuscripts of commentators’ ver- 
sions, which show inter se little difference. So that what has been said by 
KOSEGARTEN with respect to the manuscripts of the Paficatantra, applies, 
generally speaking, equally well to the Mahabharata manuscripts : quot co- 
dices, tot textus, Notwithstanding these difficulties, the choice of our criti- 
cal apparatus has not been entirely arbitrary. Efforts were made to secure 
manuscripts written in as many different Indian scripts as possible, which 
is the same as saying, manuscripts belonging to as many different Indian 


7 Of these three, our S, is one, while the other two are paper manuscripts, 
written in modern Garadi characters, with Nilakantha’s commentary, in the 
Raghunatha Temple Library ; cf. Srein’s CaTauocus (1894), p. 196, Nos. 3712-32, 
3951-79, They represent probably the Nilakaptha version, 
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Provinces as possible, Old manuscripts, even though fragmentary aud 
partly illegible, were selected in preference to modern-looking manuscripts, 
though complete, neatly written and well preserved. Within the version, 
discrepant types were chosen in preference to similar types.t Of the Nila- 
kantha version, only three were selected, though it is by far the most nume- 
rous group ; because, firstly, it is one of the latest versions ; and, secondly it 
has been edited several times already, though not as well as it should be; 
and, thirdly, there is little difference between the individual manuscripts of 
the group. The only important scripts unrepresented in our critical appa- 
ratus are; Kannada, Uriya and Nandindgari. 


Besides the manuscripts collated specially for this edition, I have made 
occasional use of the collations of manuscripts preserved in European libra- 
ties made by Theodor Gotpstiicker, photographic copies of which were 
presented to the Institute, for use in connection with this project by the 
University of Strassburg, through the kind offices of the late Professor Emile 
SENART, as also of the collations intended for the edition planned by the 
International Association of Academies and made by the pupils of Geheim- 
tat Professor Dr. Heinrich Lipers, which have been placed at the disposai 
of the Institute in pursuance of a resolution on the subject passed by the 
Indian Section of the XVIIth International Congress of Orientalists, held 
at Oxford, in 19282 


Sixteen of the manuscripts collated bear dates, ranging from the 16th to 
the 19th century. The oldest dated manuscript of our critical apparatus is a 
Nepali manuscript (N,) which bears a date corresponding to a.D. 1511.* 
The other dates are: A.D. 1519 (K;), 1528 (V,}, 1598 (Dz), 1620 (Da,), 
1638 (K,), 1694 (K,), 1701 (Dr,), 1739 (Ky), 1740 (B,), 1759 (B,), 
1786 (B,), 1802 (D,), 1808 (Dn,), 1838 (Mg), and 1842 (M,). The 
Nilakantha manuscripts are not all dated, but they can scarcely be much 
anterior to the beginning of the eighteenth century, since Nilakantha himself 
{7} belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth. Many of the Grantha 


1 Consequently, our critical apparatus tends to reflect greater diversity in the 
material than what actually exists, but that was unavoidable. 

2 The Resolutions were worded as follows : 

No, 2, That in view of the eminently satisfactory manner in which the work 
is being done by the Institute, this Congress is of opinion that the MSS. collations 
made, and the funds collected, for the critical edition of the epic planned by the 
Association of Academies, be now utilized for the purposes of the critical edition 
being prepared in India, without prejudice to the original project of the Asso- 
ciation of Academies. 

No, 3. That this Congress therefore recommends that: (a) such oollations 
of the Mahabharata text as have already been prepared by the Association of 
Academies be placed, on loan, at the disposal of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research 


[* See now Epic Studies VII, infra.) 
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manuscripts do bear dates, but since they refer to a cyclic era, it is difficult 
to calculate their equivalents. 


CLASSIFICATION OF MANUSCRIPTS 


The manuscript material is divided naturally into recensions by the 
scripts in which they are written. Corresponding to the two main types of 
Indian scripts, Northern and Southern, we get two main recensions of the 
epic. Each of these recensions is again divided into a number of sub-recen- 
sions, which I have called “ versions”, corresponding to the different provin- 
cial scripts in which these texts are written. This principium divisionis is 
not as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. The superficial difference 
of scripts corresponds, as a matter of fact, to deep underlying textual diffe- 
Tences, It is common experience in India that when we have a work hand- 
ed down in different versions, the script is invariably characteristic of the 
version. The reason for this concomitance between script and version ap- 
pears to be that the scribes, being as a rule not conversant with any script 
but that of their own particular province, could copy only manuscripts 
written in their special provincial scripts, exception being made only in favour 
of Devanagari, which was a sort of a “vulgar” script, widely used and 
understood in India. 


While the principle mentioned above is not entirely mechanical or arbi- 
trary, it is also not ideal or perfect. It is often contravened in practice, 
mainly through the agency of the Devanagari, which is the chief medium of 
contamination between the different recensions and versions. Thus we come 
across Devanagari copies of the commentary or version of Arjunamigra, who 
was an Easterner ; similar copies of the commentary or version of Ratna- 
garbha, who was a Southerner. There are again Devanigari copies of the 
Grantha and the Sdrada? versions. On the other hand, a popular version 
like that of Nilakantha may be copied in any script. I have come across 
Manuscripts of the Nilakantha (Devanagari) version written in Sarada,* Ben- 
gali* Telugu and Grantha scripts. Another cause of disturbance was this. 
Along the boundaries of provinces speaking different languages or using dif- 
ferent scripts, there are invariably bi-lingual and bi-scriptal zones. In these 
zones there was an ever operating impulse, tending to introduce innovations, 
obliterating the differentiae and normalizing the text. Nevertheless, though 
nothing is impossible, it would be passing strange if we were to find a copy 
of the pure Sarada version written, say, in the Malayalam script, or of the 
Grantha version in the Nepali script. 


1 Cf. LipErs, Deutsche Literaturztg, 1929, 1140, 

2 Like our K, (India Office, No. 2137). 

% ‘There are two such MSS. in the Raghunatha Temple Library, Jammu, 
Nos. 3712-32, 3958-79, 

* Some of them were collated for the Institute at the Visvabharati. 
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{8] LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 
The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the Adi are as follows : 


I. (Northern) Recension, 
(a) North-western Group (v). 


Saradi (or Kaémiri) Version (S). 
$, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of 
1875-76. 
Devanagari Group allied to the (Sdrada or) Kaémiri Version (K). 
K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 of 
1895-1902, Dated V. Sath 1795 (ca. A.v. 1739). 
K, = London, India Office Library, No, 3226 (2137). 
K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 182 of 
1891-95. Dated V. Sarh. 1694 (ca. A.D, 1638), 
K, = Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Dated V. Sarh, 1575 (ta. 
A.D, 1519). 
K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 565 of 
1882-83, Dated Saka 1616 (ca. aD, 1694). 
K, = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No. 1. 
K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 209 of 
1887-91. 


(b) Central Group (y). 


Nepali Version (N). 
N, = Nepal, in private possession. 
n fepal, in private possession. 
‘N, = Nepal, in private possession. Dated Nepali Sarh. 632 (ca. A.D. 1511). 
Maithili Version (V). 
V,:= Nepal Durbar Library, No. 1364, Dated La Sarh, 411 (ca, A.D. 1528). 
Bengali Version (B). 
B, ‘= Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No, 1. Dated Saka 1662 (ca. #.D, 1740) 
jantiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258. 
= Santiniketan, Visvabhiarati Library, No. 782. Dated Saka 1681 (ca, AD, 
1759). 
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413. 
Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Dated Saka 1708 (ca. AD. 1786). 
B, = Dacca, University Library, No. 735. 
Devanagari Versions other than K (D). 
Devanfigari Version of Arjunamiéra (Da). 
Da, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 30 of A 
1879-80. 
Da, = Poona, Bombay Govi. Collection (deposited at the BORI, Viirambag 1, 
No, 468, Dated V. Sath. 1676 (ca. AD, 1620). 
Devanagari Version of Nilakantha (Dn), the “ Vulgate”. 
Dn, = MS. belonging to Sardar M. V. Kibe of Indore. 


Dn, = Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Dated V. Sah, 1864 (ca. AD. 
1808). 
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{9} Dn, = Poona Bombay Govi. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 234 
of 1895-1902, 
Devanigari Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr.) 

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246, 

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1199. 

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313, Dated Saka 1623 (ca. Av, 
1701). 

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No, 1339. 
Devanagari Composite Version. 

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt, Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 29 of A 
1879-80. 





. 4. Dated V. Sarh 1858 
(ca. AD. 1802). 

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223. 

"anjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1269. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329. 

"anjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1176. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1293. 

‘Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1340. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373. 

Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), Vigrimbag II. 










‘ 
No. 191. 
D,,=Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) Visrambag HM, 
No. 266. 
HL. S(outhern) Recension. 
Telugu Version (T). 






T, = Meleote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without aumber). 
T, ‘anjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865. 
T,,= Tanjore, Saraswathi Maha] Library, No. 11809. 





Grantha Version (G), 

= Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number). 
jelkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number). 
G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11823, 

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No, 11838, 

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851. 

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Maha! Library, No. 11860. 

G, = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number), 


Malayalam Version (M). 
M, = MS. belonging to Chief of Idappalli, Cochin, 
Cochin, State Library, No, 5. 
M, = Cochin, State Library, No, 1. Dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A.p. 1838). 
M, = MS. belonging to Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin. 
M, = Cochin (Jayantamangalam); property of the Paliyam family. 
M, = Malabar (Nareri Mana); in private possession, 
Cochin (Avanapparambu Mana); in private possession. 
= Malabar Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297. Dated Kollam 1017 (ca, Av. 
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{10} DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS 
% 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of 
1875-76. Total number of folios 114 (some fragmentary), with about 24 lines to a 


page ; size 12” X 94”, Clear Sarada characters (of perhaps the 16th or 17th century), 
Birchbark (bhirjapatra). 


This unique and valuable MS. was purchased for the Government of 
Bombay, by BUHLER, in Kaémir. It is listed on p. xi, and cursorily described 
at p. 64, of his Detailed Report of a Tour in Search of Sanskrit MSS. made 
in KaSmir, Rajputena and Central India, a report printed as Extra Number 
of the Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society for 1877. 
The lines of writing of the MS. run parallel to the narrow side of the leaf. 
There are, on an average, 24 lines on a page, and 36 aksaras (ie. a little over 
a éloka) in a line. A page, therefore, contains, on an average, 26 (anustubh) 
stanzas. Each folio bears, on its reverse, in the left-hand margin, near the 
bottom, a cipher representing the serial number of the folio and a signature 
indicating the title of the work, as well as the name of the parvan—The MS., 
which is unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must have originally con- 
tained at least the first three parvans (Adi, Sabha and Aranya), written, as 
far as one can judge, by the same hand. The extant portion contains the 
Sabha in its entirety, but only fragments of the other two parvans, the begin- 
ning of Adi and the end of Aranya being lost. The Adi, which appears to have 
extended from the beginning of the volume up to fol. 154, is particularly frag- 
mentary ; a continuous text begins only from fol. 63 (our adhy. 82). Of the 
first 62 folios, the extant portion contains only the Jower segments (with 10 to 
15 lines of writing on each page) of fol. 24-25, 36-37, 39, 47-48, 53-57 and 
61-62 ; the initial 23 folios as also 15 other intermediate folios (viz. 38, 40-46, 
49-52, 58-60) are entirely missing ; while only 10 of these folios are complete. 
Folio number 96 is repeated. The Adi ends at fol. 154a. The colophon repeats 
the stanzas of the Parvasarngraha giving the number of adhyayas (230) in this 
parvan, as also its extent in “ Slokas ”, ie. granthas (7984). The writing is neat 
and careful ; erasures and corrections are few and far between, Occasionally one 
comes across variant readings (cf. fol. 115b), entered (probably by the same 
hand) in yet smailer letters between the lines ; on fol. 116a, there is a stanza 
written in the upper margin, which is meant to be added after 1, 162, 15, and 
which is found, otherwise, only in K,, in other words is an interpolation pecu- 
liar to $, K,. Many of the marginal additions are glosses, which are rather 
numerous in the first 15 (extant) folios, evidently notes made from some com- 
mentary by a student who intended making a careful study of the text. In 
a few places—perhaps about half a dozen—corrections have been made with 
yellow pigment. Some of the adhyZyas bear (serial) numbers, written pro- 
bably by a different hand ; the first (legible) figure that we come across is 43, 
corresponding to adhy. 32 of our edition, involving a difference of 11 in our 
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enumerations of adhyayas! The last adhyaya number noted in this parvan 
is 100, corresponding to our adhy. 87: the difference between our enumera- 
tions thus rises to 13 in 55 adhyayas. The Puranic raconteur is here called, 
throughout, Sita, not Sauti. Moreover, the prose formula of reference gene- 
rally omits gqrq [11] (resp. aq:), and gives, as in S MSS., merely the name 
or designation of the speaker, such as @ziqrqa:, However, from the fact that 
towards the middle and end of the parvan, the full forms containing gary 
(resp. ag: ) do occur sporadically, e.g. 1. 94. 64 (fol. 73a); 98, 1 (fol. 75b) ; 
99. 36 (fol. 77a) ete. : it follows that the usual Ssiqrga: etc. are only abbre- 
viations, The names of the sub-parvans are generally added, in the colo- 
phons, agreeing mostly with the corresponding divisions of our edition. The 
extant fragment begins (fol. 24a) with the words a@gqq: | fafat rep aera 
(cf. v. 1, 1. 26. 10).—A facsimile of the folio (154) containing the end of the 
Adi and the beginning of the Sabha is given, facing p. 880. 


K, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 of 
1895-1902, Folios 181, with about 15 lines to a page ; size 14:7” X 67", Devani- 
gari characters ; dated V. Sarhvat 1795 (ca. aD. 1739). Old Indian paper. 

The MS. contains the first three parvans written in the same hand, the 
date coming at the end of the Aranya. The writing is clear and fairly correct ; 
a few corrections of scribe’s errors are noted in the margin, probably by the 
same hand ; otherwise the margins are clean. The colophons give adhyaya 
numbers sporadically, and names of adhydyas, sub-parvans or updkhyanas 
generally. On the last folio (181) of the Adi is given, in different hend, a list 
of major parvans with the corresponding number of their adhyayas and 
stanzas, in a tabular form. 

K, 

London, India Office Library, No. 3226 (2137). Folios 169, with about 33 
lines to a page ; size 163" X 9". Devanagari characters; dated (possibly) 1783 a.v. 
Indian Paper. 

A modcrately trustworthy, though somewhat modern and very incorrect 
transcript of a Sarad& exemplar. Even the outward form and get-up of this 
MS. are suggestive of Kaémiri origin. The lines of writing, as in Sarada 
(bhirjapatra) MSS. run parallel to the narrow side of the folio. The signa- 
tures in the margin are like those found in KaSmiri books. The numerous 
clerical errors, which disfigure every page, betray the writer to be a profes- 
sional scribe, not thoroughly familiar with the awkward Sarada script, and 
still less so with the language of the text, easily misled by the deceptive simi- 
larity between certain letters of the Garada and Devanagari alphabets, He 


frequently writes 4 fora (e. g. age for de); Bfora and yfora(e. g. aa for 
am); & for % (e.g. gat for Bam); I for A (e.g. TBR for SEAT) or for 
3 (e. g. ahaet for siarét ); medial 3 for subscript ¢ (e.g. git for et), 
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vq for 4; g for 4, 4, 3 (e. g. aaert, Aare: Wate for ander, wea: and 
faPrrtth); v1 for cq; @ for ¢; medial 3 for subscript 7; W fora (e.g. 
aft: for afa: ); © for =] (e. g. fret for fire ), Margins are clean; very occa- 
sional corrections, in the body of the text, by yellow pigment. The pages from 
42 to 45 are left blank, while 41b and 46a contain only a few lines of writing. 
Besides Adi, the codex contains also Virltta, Bhigma and a portion of AnuSi- 
sana (Danadharma), breaking off at the firet half of stanza 39 of adhy. 83 of 
the Bombay ed. According to statements at the end of the Bhisma and the 
beginning of the Anusdsana, the MS. was written in V. Sarhvat 1839 (ca. A.D, 
1783), by a Brihmana named Gopala, residing in Laksmimatha; but the 
writing of the volume is not quite uniform. It is, therefore, uncertain, in my 
opinion, whether the Adi was written by this same Gopala, in the said year ; 
contra EGGELING, Catalogue of the Skt. MSS, {12} i the Library of the In- 
dia Office, Part VI (1899), p. 1158, who regards the entire volume as written 
by the same scribe. The colophons, which are short, sporadically give the 
adhyaya numbers. This is the only MS. of the Adi belonging to a European 
Library that was available for collation at the Institute and used for this edi- 
tion !—The reference a ¢ fig before stanza 8 of adhy. 1 indicates the inten- 
tion of the scribe to “ illuminate” the MS. by writing the alternate letters 
(a, , 1) which are missing, in red ink. 


K, 


Pooza, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 182 of 
1891-96, Folios 296 (of which 220, 226-30, 232-33, 239-40 appear to be written by a 
different hand), with about 11 lines to a page; size 108” X 4:8". Devandgart 
characters (with sporadic prsthamatras) ; dated V. Seth 1694 (ca, a.b. 1638). Indian 
paper. 

Marginal corrections, as also other corrections in the body of the text, are 
made by using yellow pigment ; the colophons give names of sub-parvans, 
adhyaya names, and adhyaya numbers sporadically. In the marginal notes 
one occasionally comes across variants and glosses, and additional passages 
from MSS. of the central sub-recension (7). The first folio and a part of the 
second (the latter stuck on to the original torn) are written in a different 
hand. On fol. 186b, three lines are left blank by the scribe. After the four 
stanzas of “ phalaéruti” mentioned on p. 879, there follow two stanzas of the 
parva-sarhgraha, giving the number of adhyayas (218) and élokas (8984) and, 
finally, the date: daq a¢¢v ad areghe yo th face 


K, 
Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Fotios 407. Devaniigari charac- 
ters; dated V, Sathvat 1575 (ca. AD, 1519). Old Indian paper. 
This MS. is from Gujarat. At the end of the MS. is given the date: 
Sesnvat 1575, éravana, dark half, 5th day, Abhinandana. MS. written by 
Naaijika, son of the Nagar Pandit Kalidasa of village Kiindalaja, under Sarh- 
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Kkhejakapura (modem Sankheda, in Baroda State). For further details, see 
the colophon given on p, 879. 


K 

Podna, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 565 of 
1882-83. Folios 237 (not counting the suppl, folios), with about 15-16 lines to a 
page ; size 149” X 6". Devanagari characters; dated Saka 1616 (ca, A.D. 1694), 
at the end of one of the subsequent parvans, Old Indian paper. 

A carelessly written complete MS., with g for %, throughout, which is a 
Southern trait ; written by: one hand, but preserved in the Collection in two 
bundles numbered 565 and 566. Supplementary folios at 2, 114, 150, 151, 
205 include certain long passages (some from Southern sources), copied by 
the same hand ; notable among them being the Brahma-Ganeéa interpolation, 
whose point of insertion is indicated by a small mark made in the body of 
the text, and the marginal remark ayy atharqaate (cf. v. 1, 1. 1, 53). There 
are some excerpts in margins, intended as glosses. Marginal additions of lines 
and stanzas are frequent only in the first 35 folios, afterwards few and far 
between. Corrections are made with yellow pigment. Colophons frequently 
contain adhyaya names, sub-parvan names, but no adhyZya number. The 
copyist was Ganeéa, son of Trimbaka. 


{13} Ks 
Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedie College Library, No. 1. Folios 28 (numbered 
1-7 and 9-29), with about 11-13 linea to a page; size 12” x 6". Devanagari cha- 
racters, (said to be) about 350 years old. Paper. 
This MS, is incomplete, ending with 1. 3. 152. It was collated at the 
Viswebherati, up to 1, 2. 40, and was then reported to be missing. 


Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 209 of 
1887-41. Folios 386, with about 810 lines to a page; size 122” X 5:8". Devanii- 
gari characters, Partly old Indian paper and partly modern European paper. 

Folios 359 to end are of different paper (modern European, with water- 
marks) and are written by a different hand. In the margin, corrections of 
scribe’s errors, additional lines and stanzas (some of them probably omitted 
while copying), and various readings, which are decidedly more numerous in 
the beginning. On some folios (after fol. 105) yellow pigment has been used 
for correction, Here and there, lacune mark the’ syllables which the scribe 
could not decipher, or which were missing in the exemplar. The colophons 
generally give the adhyaya or sub-parvan names ; the adhyaya numbers were 
added afterwards, perhaps by a different hand, and are often crowded out or 
squeezed in with difficulty —Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only. 


Rg, 
MS. in Nepali characters from Nepal, in private possession. No specifications 
of the MS. (such as measurements, number of folios etc.) are available, 
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Tt begins with a short eulogy (pragasti) of king (étimin bhimahendra) 
Jayasithharima, at whose bidding the MS. was copied. For a king of that 
name we have the date (Nepali) Sam. 516 (ca. aD. 1395). In the pragasti, 
he is stated to have built (?) a temple of Paéupati in Nepal. Collations of 
the MS. were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit HemaraJ, C.LE., D.P.L, 
Nepal, who had it collated, for the Institute, by local Pandits—The Pragasti 
reads : 


& aah aaa rezara | S* aa: carafe: 1 o% an Geordareara | 
artigo are ae ey TA | 
at axeadt Sq aat saga tt 
QOTGRIT ek MAT Re ERE RE 
( erand ) Reafirsergent fret vitsraiqcr: ti 
Fen aanraRe salad Rrggarasae 
amar fafa aaracdl eenfraanig | 
Tarren aren fret eft carat 
eeeu eee ee a [2 off aed OR 
wre aren ATE Ss aera wel ger Rares | 
gaan dsatet avifeergraged ag Il 
38 Rropeanrara acnartatrara & 
peRcTenqgag © eo | 
compere ea quatro afarcared 
On: sitrafeeargedt arate: Il 
{14} qrerarseratiation ais nate a: 1 
@ oe aerenqeapetel Pret ait aa: I 
amaierad Preaafalaélaear at Refrer 
Seadoncang cafracats Boereergear | 
aktonfe tet Reverwcafey exer: sre: 
a stargate safe cgofrendartany | 


Collations begin at adhy. 3. Collated in Nepal. 


R 
MS. in Nepali characters from Nepal ; in private possession. No further details 
of the MS. are available. 
Collations of the MS. were kindly supplied by Rajagurn Pandit HEMA- 
RAJ (Nepal), who had it collated for the Institute by local Pandits.—Collations 
begin at adhy. 3. 
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From a private library in Nepal. Nepali characters, written in ink on palm-leaf. 

Besides the Adi, the MS, contains also Sauptika-Aigika and Visoka-Stri, 
The last folio of this bundle bears the date (Nepali) Sarh. 632 (ca. A.D. 1511). 
Sent to the Institute for collation, through the kind offices of Rajaguru Pandit 
Hemaray (Nepal). The MS. was returned to the owner after a hurried col- 
lation, and further details of the MS. are unfortunately not available.—- 
Collations begin at adhy. 14. 

vy, 

Nepal, Darbar Library, No. 1364. Maithili characters ; dated La. Sarh, 411 (ca. 
A.D. 1528). Palm-teaf. 

No further details of the MS. are available. The MS. has two lengthy 
lacune : 1. 68, 74 to 92. 13, and 96. 37 to 127. 21.—Collations of the MS. 
were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit Hemaray (Nepal), who had it 
collated, for the Institute by local Pandits. 

B, 

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 1. Folios 207 ; size 28:2" X 2”. Ben- 
gali characters ; dated Saka 1662 (ca. A.D. 1740). Palm-leaf. 

The name of the scribe, as given in a stanza following the last colophon, 
is Kynarimadvija—Collated at the Visvabharati. 


B, 


Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258. Folios 82, with about 5-6 lines 
to a page; size 254” X 21". Bengali characters, Palm-leaf. 


This fragmentary MS. breaks off at 1. 43, 13, in the middle of the Astika. 
—Collated at the Visvabharati. 
B, 
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No, 782. Folios 199; size 19}" X 44", 
Bengali characters ; dated Saka 1681 (ca. aD, 1759). Paper, 
Name of the copyist, as given at the end of the MS., is Khelarama Vipra. 
—Collated at the Visvabharati. 
{15} B, 
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413. Folios 164, with about 7-9 lines 
to a page; size 20” X 5:2". Bengali characters. Paper. 
This fragmentary MS, breaks off at 1, 90. 88, in the middle of Sarnbhava~ 
parvan.-—Collated at the Visvabkarati. 
B, 
Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Folios 366, with about 7 lines to a page ; 


size 17” X 34”. Bengali characters ; dated Saka 1708 (ca. a.p. 1786). Much faded 
old Indian yellow paper, 
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The MS., which is well preserved and neatly written, containing a few 
corrections noted in the margins, was obtained from Malatinagar, Bogra Dis- 
trict, Bengal.- Collations begin at adhy. 3.—Colfated at the Visvabherati, 


B 

Dacca, University Library, No, 735, Folios 346, with about 7 lines to a page; 
size 19" X 4”, Bengali characters, Old Indian yellow paper. 

Appearance, as well as the script of this MS. (which was obtained from 
Ula Bisnagar, Nadia District, Bengal), is somewhat more modern than that 
of B, ; belongs apparently to the beginning of the 19th century. Neatly writ- 
ten and fairly correct ; contains occasional brief glosses on margin, apparently 
by the same hand as that of the copyist—Collations begin at adhy. 54. 
Collated at the Visvabharati. 

Da, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 30 of A 
1879-80. Folios 416, with about 7-10 lines to a page; size 15}” X 63”. Devaniigari 
characters. Old Indian glossy paper. 

Text with commentary of Arjunamisra; written neatly but extremely 
corrupt and unintelligible in places, on account of the scribe’s inability to read 
the exemplar correctly. The MS. has many short and long blanks in the text, 
which support the latter surmise. It has very few glosses and corrections, 
but a large number of variants noted in the margin. The text is written in 
three strips : the upper and lower ones comprise the commentary, while the 
central band, which has generally a still wider margin, is the (epic) text. The 
references to speaker (such as @siqrqq gary ) and colophons are written in 
red ink. The colophons give generally adhyaya and sub-parvan names. 
Slokas are generally numbered ; adhydyas are almost regularly numbered from 
adhy. 45 to 109, The MS. is almost consistent in writing smitwa ( for waz’) 
gara, Punctuation is most imperfect. In the numbering of the folios, num- 
ber 2 is repeated. 


Da, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Vigrimbag 1, 
Not 468. Folios 415, with about 10 lines to a page ; size 15-7” X 66". Devanigari 
characters ; dated V. Sarh. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Arjunamiéra. The MS. is from Dambal, a 
Jagir in the Kanarese District of the Deccan, and the last folio contains seve- 
ral stanzas in praise of a certain Gopalabhatta, a learned Pandit of great fame, 
who got the MS. written : 


{16} armreafigeranefeg erations ated et 
1 
Sere sTrraterae 
weet qeaft fa Heals Steere feral 
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fA SAY TAA? | 

gam: tern conmat aed mt a 

aftarenitarersral srrfer fersera gerennirrea: tt 
fadorees arnitrafiagorsntee: rfzarei 
Be oe eee et ae 

dtenet steraf uy 
qatt arecterguftanfad 3 @ fat oa et 

sdter creat Faferaferrarai sfifafi- 
ard a: wr saw spel 

dat atnetst safe fre ae: gest | 


The date of the MS. is given as a chronogram corresponding to V. Sarivat 
1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Double dandas in red ink are inserted indiscriminately 
in the middle of the text. The writing, which is full of mistakes, is uniform 
but not neat. No corrections are, however, to be seen, the MS, being, per- 
haps, not much used. Notwithstanding the fact that this MS. agrees, page 
for page, with Da,, there are many small differences between them ; neither 
can be a direct copy of the other ; they must go back to a more remote com- 
mon source. It appeats to be older, and is less corrupt, than Da,. In the 
numbering of the folios, figure 1 is repeated. The colophons contain the 
names of adhyayas and sub-parvans generally ; but sloka numbers or adhyaya 
numbers only sporadically. The MS. has a few blanks in the text and com- 
mentary. 


Dn, 

Ms, belonging to Sardar M. V. Kyse of Indore, Folios 446, with about 8-10 
lines to a page ; size 18:2” X 7:3". Devanagari characters. Thick Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Folios 439, 442, 444-5 are written 
by a different hand. The commentary, and even the text, is sometimes con- 
tinued on the margin. Sporadically one comes across corrections or readings 
noted in the margin ; occasionally also corrections in the body are made by 
scoring out the portion to be deleted or by writing over, or with yellow pig- 
ment, The MS. is, on the whole, correct and very clearly written. Dandas are 
marked in red ink, What would have been blanks in the space left for the 
text or commentary are often filled up by the addition of pious invocations 
such as sfiqrt Sera | ofleiwaeivary aa: 1 ec. Adhydyas are sporadi- 
cally numbered and élokas are regularly numbered in both the text and the 
commentary. The colophons give, in general, the adhyZya name or sub-par- 
yan name. The last colophon contains the date : ISvara sayhvatsara, marga- 
sirga Guddha 13, which cannot be identified, 
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{17} Da, 

Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Folios 448, with about 22 lines to a 

page; size 15}” X 63”. Devanagari characters; dated V. Saxbvat 1864 (ca. AD. 
1808). Paper. 


Text with commentary of Nilakaptha. 
Dn, 


Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 234 of 
1895-1902, Folios 683, with about 9 lines to a page; size 15:2" 72". Deva- 
nagari characters. Thick Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Bold and clear letters ; generally 
correct ; margins are almost clean. Slokas and adhyayas are throughout num- 
bered. As in Dn,, blanks were filled with invocations and names of various 
gods. The lemmata do not always fit the (epic) text. Colophons and the 
references to the speakers (and for some initial folios even dandas) are in red 
ink, but only up to fol. 470. 


Dr, 
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246. Folios 448, with about 11 
lines to a page ; size 15” X 64“. Devanagari characters. Paper. 
Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha.—Collations end at adhy. 2. 
Collated at Tanjore. 


Dr, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No, 1199. Folios 306, with about 10-13 
lines to a page ; size 16” X 64”. Devanagari characters, Paper, 

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha.—Collations end at adhy. 2, 
Collated at Tanjore. 

Dr, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313. Fotios 366, with about 11-13 
linea to a page; size 16” X 61”. Devandgarl characters; dated Saka 1623 (ca. 
AD, 1701). Paper, 

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. MS, dated, in the Saka 
year 1623 (current) corresponding to Vysa, Sunday the 13th (of the bright 
half) of the month of As&Jha—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at 
Tanjore. 

Dr, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1339. Folios 108, with about 11-22 
lines to a page; size 16” X 6}”. Devanagari characters. Paper. 

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. This fragment contains 
only. about 90 adhyayas of this edition. The number of lines of each folio 
fluctuates with the amount of commentary which each folio contains, and 
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which of course, varies considerably—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated 
at Tanjore, 
{18} D, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORT), No, 29 of A 
1879-80. Folios 230, with about! 16-17 lines to a page ; size 12” X 7-15". Devanagari 
characters. Fine cream-coloured paper. 

For the firet 140 folios or so, colophons and part references to speakers 
(such as Asiqnet 7 )are generally in red ink ; then oocasionally. Colophons 
sporadically give adhyaya or sub-parvan name and number of adhyayas (es- 
pecially towards the end of the parvan) ; stanzas are not numbered. The MS. 
is generally correct ; margins are clean.—This is a complete MS. of Moh., 
copied apparently from different exemplars; some parvans have the com- 
mentary of Nilakantha, while others contain some old text tradition (e.g. 
“M” of the Tentative Edition of the Virataparvan). The MS. is of modern 
date, being written on paper with water-marks. Some of the parvans bear 
dates at the end, but these seem to be copied from the originals ; thus, Santi 
(Mokgadharma) has Saka 1680, while Danadharma has Saka 1675, The 
last parvan bears the date: qq uw qarardam, 


dD, 
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1152, Folios 340, with about 10 lines 
to a page; size 13” X 54”. Devanagari characters; dated V. Sarh. 1664 (ca. A.D. 
1598). Paper, 
The MS. was written on Friday the 13th of Asadha Suddha of V. Sarh. 
1654, at Benares by a Brahmana called Govinda, and belonged to Vasudeva- 
bhatta—Collated at Tanjore. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1360. Folios 120, with about 10 lines 
to a page; size 14” X 6)”. Devanagari characters. Paper, 

Incomplete, breaking off at the end of adhy. 76 (of our editicn), in the 
middie of the Yay&ti episode which, in this MS. (as in S MSS.), precedes 
the Sakuntala episode.—Coflated at Tanjore. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1126. Folios 235, with about 11 lines 
to a page; size 16” X 6}. Devanagari characters. Paper. 

Many corrections and additions, the MS. being compared with another 
of the Southern recension, extracts from which have been written out on the 
margin, and on supplementary folios Collated at Tanjore. 


Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. 4. Folios 246, with 
about 12-14 lines to a page ; size 12” X 5”. Devandgarl characters ; dated V. Sarh. 
1858 (ca AD. 1802). Paper.—Collated at the Visvabharati. 
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Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223. Folios 293, with about 12 lines 
to a page; size 14" X 6}”. Devanagari characters. Paper. 

An old MS., but with clear and legible writing ; well preserved.—Colla- 
tions end at adhy, 53. Collated at Tanjore. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1269. Folios 262, with about 11 lines 
to a page ; size 14” X 53”, Devanagari characters. Paper. 

Clear and legible writing ; well preserved—Collations end at adhy. 53. 
Collated at Tanjore. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329. Folios 196, with about 16-18 
tines to a page; size 154” X 7”. Devanagari characters. Paper. 

A comparatively modem MS.—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at 
Tanjore. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1176. Folios 279, with about 11 lines 
to a page; size 153” X 53”. Devanagari characters. Paper. 

Fol. 1-2 are badly damaged—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at 
Tanjore. 

Dw 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1293. Folios 352, with about 10 lines 
to a page; size 152” X53". Devanagari characters. Paper, 

Last leaf torn ; well-preserved ; clear and legible writing.—Collations end 
at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1340. Folios 290, with about 11-18 
lines to a page; size 14” < 54”, Devandgari characters, Paper. 


Written, perhaps, by four different scribes—Collations end at adhy. 2, 
Collated at Tanjore. 


Dy 
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373. Folios 2], with about 12 lines 
to a page ; size 14)” X 6", Devanagari characters, Paper. 
Incomplete, containing only the first two adhyayas.—Collated at Tanjore. 
{20} Dy, 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Viérimbag 
TI, No. 191, Folios 221, with about 13 lines to a page; size 14:25" .X 65". Deva- 
nagari characters, Old Indian glossy paper. 
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Fragmentary, folios 1-7 wanting ; begins with eT Tt (1, 1. 205). 
Text very similar to Arjunamiéra’s ; neatly written and generally correct ; 
marginal corrections are few and far between. Adhy4ya names or sub-parvan 
names are given, but the élokas or adhydyas are not numbered. The refer- 
ence to narrators is, at first, given at random as ate and a 3", but 
then the scribe settles down to 3°, The collations are given, as a matter 
of fact, only from 1.1.205 to the end of adhy. 2. 


Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Viérambiag 
II, No. '266. Folios 1-121 (fol. 122-189 of this MS. are found under Vigrambag II, 
No, 86), with about 15 lines to a page ; size 18” X 63". Devanagari characters. Old 
Indian unglazed paper. 

MS, No. 267 of the same Collection is of Sabha with commentary and 
written by the same hand.—Folio 79 is wanting. Carefully written, has very 
few corrections, which are made by use of yellow pigment, and a few margin- 
al additions ; gives, as a rule, numbers to élokas and adhydyas ; also mentions 
generally sub-parvan and adhyaya names,—Collated up to the end of adhy, 2 
only. 


Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 195, with about 
11 lines to a page ; size 16-1” X 2:3”, Telugu characters, Palm-leaf. 

MS. kindly lent by His Holiness the Yatiraj Swami, Contains Adi and 
Sabha, written probably by the same hand ; writing clear and correct ; adh- 
yaya ends are shown by a small floral (or spiral)’ design engraved in the right 
and left margins of the MS. ; adhyayas are regularly numbered, but sot the 
slokas. It is one of the few Southern MSS. which contain the (Northern) 
salutatory stanza arqasi aAeRET etc. 


Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865. Folios 400, with about 6 lines 
to a page; size 21” X 14”. Telugu characters, Palm-leaf. 

Fragmentary ; breaking off at the end of our adhy. 181 (corresponding 
to its adhy. 140); from adhy, 182, it is replaced in our critical apparatus by 
the next MS. T,.—Collated ot Tanjore. 


T 


Tanjore, Saraawathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 164, with about 12 lines 
to a page ; size 294 X 23”, Telugu characters. Palm-ieaf. 

An old MS., containing the first five parvans ; script small, but clear— 
Collations begins at adhy. 182 ; used only to supplement the portion missing 
in T,. Collated at Tanjore. 
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{21] G, 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS, (without number). Folios 110, with about 
16-21 lines to a page ; size 187” X 1-8". Grantha characters. Palm-leaf. 

Leaves are very brittle, and worm-eaten in places; large pieces have 
broken off, leaving many lacunz. The holes for the string have enlarged. 
perhaps from constant use, destroying some parts of the text written round 
them, 

G, 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 202, with 
about 15-17 lines to a page ; size 145” X 2:1”. Grantha characters, Palm-leaf. 

The MS. contains the first 4 parvans : Adi, Sabha, Aranya and Virata, 
written probably by the same hand. Slightly worm-eaten ; but on the whole, 
a well preserved old MS. with clear and legible writing. 

G, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11823. Folios 316, with about 10 lines 
lo a page; size 163” X 13”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.— Collated at Tanjore. 
G, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11838. Folios 477, with about 6 lines 
to a page; size 19” X 12”. Grantha characters, Palm-leaf. 

An old and well-preserved MS., with clear and legible writing, but many 
corrections.—Collated ai Tanjore, 

G, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mabal Library, No. 11851. Folios 320, with about 8 lines 
to a page ; size 19” X 1}. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf, 

The MS. contains the Sabha also, probably written by the same hand. A 
well-preserved old MS., with clear and legible writing —-Collated at Tanjore, 
G 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Maha! Library, No. 11860. Folios 324, with about 8 lines 
fo a page; size 18{” X13”. Grantha characters, Palm-leaf. 

MS. written by Kaéipati, on the 22nd of the month of Kumbha, in the 
year Krodhi.—Collated at Tanjore. 


G, 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 217, with 
about 12-14 lines ta a page ; size 19:2” X 2”, Grantha characters. Palm-leaf, 

{22} Clear and legible writing ; worm-eaten in places. Being a conflated 
MS., it was discontinued after adhy. 2. It is one of the few Southern MSS. 
which begins with the (Northern) salutatory stanza, agrqot ameper ete. added 
later in the narrow upper margin of the first folio, in very fine writing. Its 
place of insertion is indicated by a “ harhsapada”, inserted immediately after 
its first mangala stanza (9*).—Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only. 
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M, 
MS. from the private library of the Chief of Idappalli, Cochin. Folios 79. Ma- 
Jayalam characters. Palm-leaf~ 
Secured on loan and got collated kindly by Prof K. Rama PIsHARori. 
No further details of the MS. are available. Incomplete MS., ending with 
adhy. 53, the final adhyaya of the Astikaparvan—Collated at Sanskrit Col- 
lege, Tripunitiura, Cochin. 


M, 
Cochin, State Library, Na 5. Folios 122. Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf, 
The MS. was returned to the Cochin State Library after collation. No 
further details of the MS. are available. Incomplete MS., ending with adhy. 
53, the final adhyaya of the Astikaparvan. a 


M, 

Cochin, State Library, No. 1. Folios 166, with about 12-13 limes to a page ; 
size 19:9" X 1:6", Malayalam characters; dated Kollam 1013 (ca. AD. 1838). 
Palm-leaf. 

A modem MS., perhaps less than 100 years old ; adhyaya numbers and 
loka numbers are given. The adhyaya ends are shown by a floral design, 
inscribed in the margins, 

M 

MS. from the private library of Kallenkara Pisharam, Cochin. . Folios 57. Mala- 
yalam characters, Palm-leaf. 

The MS. was returned to the owner immediately after collation. No fur- 
ther details of the MS. are available. Incomplete, ending with adhy. 53, the 
final adhy. of the Astikaparvan. 


M, 
MS. fiom the Paliyam MSS. Library, Cochin. Folios 245. Malayalam charac- 
ters, Palm-leaf, 
Secured for collation by courtesy of Mr. P. ANUJAN ACHAN, now Supe- 
rintendent, Archeological Department, Cochin State. 


M 
MS. from the private library of Nareri Mana, Malabar. Folios 163, with about 
10 lines to a page; size 18” X1-6”. Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf. 
{23} Incomplete MS., adhy. 1-53 wanting (i.e. begins with the Adivam- 
S&vatarana sub-parvan) writing clear and legible ; generally correct ; margins 
are clean—Collations begin from adhy. 54, 


M, 


MS. from the private library of Avapapparambu Mana, Cochin. Folios 170, with 
about 10 lines to a page ; size 205” X 1:8". Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf, 
3 . 
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Clear and legible writing ; leaves are in perfect preservation, not a single 
leaf being worm-eaten ; probably not very old. Scribe has left many blanks 
in the writing space, whenever the surface of the leaf was uneven or rugged. 
—Collated from adhy. 54. 


M, 

Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297. Folios 183, with about 10 tines 
to a page. Malayalam characters ; dated Kollam 1017 (ca. A.D. 1842), Palm-leaf, 

Collated from adhy. 54. 

In view of the great unevenness of the critical apparatus, and of the con- 
sequent difficulty likely to be experienced by readers using the critical notes 
‘(printed at the foot of the page) in ascertaining what manuscripts have been 
added, discontinued, or discarded at different points of the text, I append, on 
the following page, a table which shows at a glance just what manuscripts have 
been actually collated for different portions of the text. Even the Jarger lacu- 
nae of the manuscripts, which cannot be easily ascertained, have! been exhi- 
bited in this table. Only such (small) omissions have been, as a tule, ignored 
as are specifically mentioned in the footnote itself pertaining to the particular 
stanza, and which are therefore brought to the notice of the reader as soon 
as he reads the! footnote. 





{24} TABLE SHOWING THE MSS. COLLATED FOR DIFFERENT 
PORTIONS OF THE TEXT? 






















































7 

Adhyaya & Sloka. Northern Recension MSS. !South. Rec. MSS. 
1, 1-204 Ky. V, B, Da Dn Dr Dyioyg | Ti Gir Mia 
oi ees 39° Ky V, B, Da Da Dr Dg | Tz Gir Mine 
. 40-19 Kee V, BL, DaDa DrD, 4, Tae Gir Min 
2, 192-243 Ke, V, By. Da Da DrD,., | Ti: Gor 
Bid | KS Re VB. DaDn Dy [Th 
3. 45-1345 | Ki. N,- V,B,; DaDn DD. |The 

14.1-22.9 | Ki, Wy Vy DaDn D.. : Tie 

26, 0-43.13 8, Ky, Ry Vy DaDn Dy, Ths 

43. 14-47,19 §$. Ky, §y.,V,B,,;DaDn D, ‘Tre 

47, 20-53. 36 |§, Kyy4 Si3V, By 3,DaDn D,, jTia 

54 1-4 8, Kosa Nya V; By geDaDn D,; i Tis 

54,556.38" 18. Koy Nyy V; By ygDaDn oD, i Ths 

55, 35-60. 61 Ko, N,V, By, ,D2Dn Dig Tye 

60, 61-61, BM 16, Ki, 8,5 V,B,;,DaDn D,, !Tie 

61. 84-62.2 | Ky, N,V, By y,DaDa Dy [Ty 

62,368.19 | Ky, §,.,V,B,54DaDn Dy... !T, 

68, 20-740 '$, Kong 5 V, B, .gDa Dn OD, 

68, 74-69. 4t¢ 18, Koy 8, B, jsDaDn D, 

69, 41¢-51 S$. Kuo. Ni; By s_DaDn Dd, 

70, 1-71. 17° 8, Kyoy Ry, By yeDaDn D5 

7. 174-72, 8 |S. Ky, N,, By, 3.4DaDn Dig 

72, 8-22 1S. Koos Nyx Bly gDaDn = D,; 

72, 23-74.4 1 8, Bi,.DaDn D,,; 

74, 5-76, 35 Koy 8, B,;.sDaDn D,, 

77, 1-78. 20° Ko, Sy. BiaeDaDn Dy 

78, 20°-90. 88 S$, Ky, N,, By, 3.DaDn  D, 

90. 89-92.13 $,K,, Ny, By;,<DaDn Dy, 

92, 13°96. 37 |S, Ky, Ny, V, BygseDa Dn Dy 2’ 

96. 37-127, 214/$, KR, B,5;,.Da Dn 

127, 21¢-181. 40'S, Ky. 84-4 V; By sy eDa Dn 

182, 1-25.19 i$; Ky Ny; V, B,,,,Da Dn 











1 Dy, added at 1. 205.--K, discontinued from 2. 40,—G, has lacusa from 2. 
192 lo 3, 44.—K, Dr. D,_,, G, discontinued, and N, .. B, M, added, from 3.1.—N, 
added at 14. 1.8, added at 26. 10.- B, ends at 43. 13.—K, has lacuna from 47. 20 
to 54. 4D, , M, 9,4 discontinued, and B, M,_, added, from 54.1—S, has lacuna from 
13—K, has lacuna from 47. 20 to 54, 4—S, has lacuna from 
55, 3? to 60, 61, and from 61. 84° to 68. 19—D, (which transp. the Sakuntalé and 
Yayati episodes) has lacuna from 62. 3 to 69. 51.—V, has lacuna from 68, 74” to 
92, 13.—K,; has lacuna from 69, 41¢ to 71. 17¢, and from 72. 8° to 74. 4—S, has 
lacuna from 72. 23 to 78. 20°—D, ends at 76 35.—B, ends at 90, 88.—V, has 
lacuna irom 96. 37¢ to 127. 21*.—T, ends at 181, 40—T, begins from 182, 1. 
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{25} TESTIMONIA 


As testimonia, or aids of a partial or subsidiary character, there are 
available, besides the numerous commentaries, the following three important 
epitomes of the eleventh century: {i) the Javanese adaptation Bharatam 
(ca. AD. 1000), (ii) the Telugu adaptation Andhra Bhéretamu by the 
Telugu poet Nannaya Bhatia (ca. A. 1025), and (iii) the Sanskrit adapta- 
tion Bharatemonjari by the Kasmiri poet Keemendra (ca. A.D. 1050) ; as 
also an important Persian rendering made some centuries later (ca. A.D. 1580) 
at the instance of that enlightened and sagacious Emperor of India with 
catholic sympathies, the great Akbar. 

The commentaries collated for this edition are dealt with below, under 
the Devanagari versions. Here it will suffice to observe that, even when 
accompanied by the (epic) text, the commentaries are, for reasons which 
will be explained later on, evidence only for the actual lemmate and the 
pathdntaras cited. The absence of commentary on a stanza or a group of 
stanzas or even om an adhydya is, in general, no proof that that particular 
passage was lacking in the text used by the commentator. For, clearly, his 
text may have contained the passage in question, but he may not have 
deemed it necessary to comment upon any portion of it. Nevertheless when 
the commentary ignores a lengthy and difficult passage, then there is a strong 
presumption that the text of the commentator did not contain the passage. 
A case in point is the Kanikaniti, a passage of 186 lines, which is entirely 
ignored in Devabodha’s commentary (but has evoked lengthy comments from 
both Arjunamigra and Nilakanjha), and which is missing in the Kasmiri 
version. 

As regards the old Javanese adaptation, from the reports of Dutch 
scholars? who have studied the original Javanese text, it appears that only 
eight out of the eighteen parvans of the Mahabharata have been traced so 
far; namely, Adi, Virata, Udyoga, Bhisma, Asramavasa, Mausala, Maha- 
prasthana and Svargdrohana. Three of these (Asramavasa, Mausala, 
Mahaprasthana) were the subject of a doctor dissertation, submitted to the 
Leyden University by Dr. H. H. JuyNBOLt, as early as 1893. The Javanese 
original was edited by the doctor in Roman characters and rendered into 
Dutch. Thirteen years later (1906). the same scholar published the text of 
the Adi (with different readings) in Roman transcript? Of the old Javanese 
Adiparvan, only a few episodes have been as yet translated, to wit: the 
Parvasashgraha, the Pausya, the Amrtamanthana, the story of Pariksit and 


2 Cf. D. van Hinloopen Lasserton, “The Mahabharata in Mediaeval 
Javanese,” RAS, 1913, 1 ff., and the literature cited there ; also Kurt WuLFF, Den 
old javanske Wirataparva (Copenhagen 1917). On the Mbh, in the island of Bali, 
ef. R. Frieperico. jJRAS, 1876. 176{., 179 ff. 

2 Adiparwe, Oudjavaansch Prozageschrift, uitgegeven door Dr. H.H. JuyNBOLL. 
SGravenhage 1906. 
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the Saupara. Unfortunately these translations are not available in India ; 
at least they were not available to me. 

The chief value of the Javanese adaptation for us lies in the fact that 
throughout the old Javanese text are scattered Sanskrit quotations, which 
appear to have “served as landmarks for writers and hearers or readers.” 
The text prepared by Dr. JuyNBOLL, which is based upon eight manuscripts, 
is reputed to be very accurate. But it is admitted that the Sanskrit excerpts 
in the extant Javanese manuscripts are extremely corrupt, and it is a [26] 
question how far the conjectural restorations by the editor correctly represent 
the original readings, It seems to me likely that in his reconstructions 
Dr, JuYNBOLL was to a certain extent influenced by the wording of the Vulgate, 
which is certainly not always original. To give only one instance. On p. 70, 
the Javanese manuscripts read (in the Sakuntali episode) : 

paripatyadayah sunu, hdranirenugunditah !, 
which is corrupt ; it conveys no sense. In the text the editor gives : 
pratipadya pada sinur, dharanirenu gunthitah |, 
which is nearly the reading of the Calcutta edition (3040). Though the 
Javanese manuscripts are palpably corrupt, yet they have preserved the cor- 
tect paripatye (for pratipadya of the Vulgate), which is the reading of the 
Saradi and K manuscripts of our edition. We have here to thank the Vul- 
gate for the pratipadye of Dr. JuyNBOLL's text ! 

Notwithstanding, that the period from which this adaptation dates is 
comparatively speaking recent, it yet precedes the known date of the manus- 
cripts by several centuries and is hence of considerable importance for critical 
Purposes, as a witness" independent of and uninfluenced by the main line of 
our extant Indian witnesses. Most of the Sanskrit quotations of the Javanese 
text can be traced both in the Northern and the Southern recensions, as may 
be seen from our Appendix II, at the end of this volume, which contains a 
concordance of the Javanese extracts with the Critical Edition, the Calcutta 
Edition, and Sastrr’s Southern_Recension. A few of the quotations are to 
be traced to the “additional” passages in the Northern manuscripts, but 
None to the specific Southern “additions.” The conclusion is inevitable that 
the text of the Sanskrit Adiparvan used by the Javanese writers must have 
belonged to the Northern recension, a conclusion already suggested by the 
sequence of the Sakuntala and Yay&ti episodes, which is the Northern 
sequence. This does not necessarily mean that the entire Javanese Bhdratam 
represents the Northem recension. It is quite likely that some of the parvans 
utilized by the Javanese adapters belonged to the Southern recension, The 
late Mr. UTGIKAR? was ‘inclined to think that the Javanese Vir&taparvan 


1 Particularly valuable, as the Indian MSS. are mostly conflated. 
2 The Virttaparvan (Poona 1923), Introduction, p. XIII, and ABI, 2. 167f. 
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was of the Southern type. The point will have to be re-examined in the 
light of further evidence. The books were preserved and handed down 
separately ; consequently the genesis of each parvan must be investigated 
Separately. 

The Telugu adaptation, the Andhra Bharatamu, is a metrical epitome 
of the Mahabharata, commenced by Nannaya Bhatta, a court poet of the 
Eastern Calukya king Visnuvardhana, who had his capital at Rajahmundry, 
on the East Coast of India, and who appears to have ruled between 1022 
and 1066.* The torso of the Telugu rendering left behind by Nannaya, 
consisting of a version of the first two parvans and of a part of the third, was 
completed many years later by two others poets. Nannaya’s version is valuable 
for the light it throws on the condition of the Southern recension—or, strictly 
speaking, of the Telugu version—in the eleventh century of the Christian era, 
especially in view of [27] the fact that Nannaya has inchided in his poem an 
accurate rendering of the Parvasarhgraha, giving the number of Slokas in 
each of the parvans of kis Mahabharata." The figure for the stanzas of the 
Adi is 9984, which shows that the text used by Nannaya must have been 
substantially of the same size as that preserved in the extant Southem 
manuscripts. The poet is reported to have followed the original fairly closely. 
Notable is consequently his omission of Brahméa’s visit to Vyasa.* 

Curiously enough, the third old important epitome of the Mahabharata 
which we possess, the Bharatemanjari by Ksemendra,* belongs to the same 
century as the two epitomes mentioned above, since this Kaémiri poet must 
also be assigned to the middle of the eleventh century. BUHLER and Kirst 
have given in their radian Studies, No. 2 (pp. 30 ff.), the results of a careful 
comparison of Ksemendra’s abstract with the Bombay text of the Maha- 
bharata. They show that Ksemendra’s text contains both additions and 
omissions as compared with the latter.7 Of the omissions they note: adhy. 
4, 24, 45-48, 66, 94, 139, and parts of adhy, 141 and 197 of the Vulgate. 
Of these, adhy. 4 is, as pointed out by BUHLER and KirsTE, a short introduc- 
tory chapter, a variant of adhy. 1; adhy. 45-48 are a repetition (with 
variations) of adhy. 13-15 ; adhy. 66 is a variant of the preceding adhyaya ; 
adhy. 94 is a variant of adhy. 95 (prose), which is selected by Keemendra 


{In this connection see the Introduction to Dr. Raghu Vira’s Critical Edition 
of the Virdtaparvan, pp. xi-xv.] 

1 V. Ramasvami & Sons, Madras 1924-29, 

2 Cf. Venkatachellam Iver, Notes of a Study of the Preliminary Chapters of 
the Mahabharata (Madras 1922), pp. 97-100. 

« The figures of Nannaya’s Andhra Bharatamu are now given by Professor 
P. P. S. Sasrri in his edition of the Mah&bhirata, Southern Recension, Vol. 1, 
Introduction, p. xxx (Scheme of Slokas), They were first published by Venkata- 
chellam Iyer, op.cit. p. 311. 

4 Cf. Venkatachellam Iyer, op. cit. p. 99. 5 Ed. Kavyamiila, No 64 (1898) . 

© KEITH, A History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 136, 7 Op, cit. p, 30. 


PROLEGOMENA 39 


for his purpose ;* finally, stanzas 44 to end of adhy. 197 are a repetition of 
a part of adhy. 169. The reason for the omission of these adhyayas is thus 
clear : they are mere repetitions. The remaining adhyayas, which are missing 
and whose omission BUHLER-KirsTE could not account for, namely, adhy. 
24, 139, and 141 (stanzas 1-19) are also missing in many of our Mahd- 
bharata manuscripts and have accordingly been omitted in the constituted 
text as well. To these must be added the important omission of adhy. 140 
of the Vulgate, the Kanikaniti, which is likewise omitted by Kgemendra, an 
omission which appears to have been overlooked by BUHLER and KIRSTE. 

The collaborating authors felt justified in concluding that the omissions 
and additions “are just such liberties as any Kavya poet would take in 
making a similar abridgement.” They were also of opinion that the original 
cannot have differed very essentially from our current texts, that is, the 
Vulgate. ‘This is correct up to a certain point. A comparison with the 
different versions shows that Ksemendra’s version agrees, as was to be ex- 
pected, most closely with the Sarada. On comparing the divisions of the 
Mavijari with those given in Bombay or Calcutta editions of the Mahabharata, 
BUHLER and KirsTe were struck by the fact that the Mafijari divisions 
agreed better with the course of the narrative; and they give examples to 
show that the arrangement of the Majijari is more logical. That is quite 
natural, because the old Northern manuscripts, which this edition [28} fol- 
lows, fully support the arrangement of the Mavtjert, whereas the divisions 
adopted in the Vulgate are secondary and quite corrupt. 

The Persian translation* of the Mahabharata, made in the reign of 
Emperor Akbar, being still unedited, could not be consulted. A very full 
account of this rendering has, however, been given by the late Dr. Sir Jivanji 
Jamshedji Mop1 in a paper read before the First Oriental Conference at 
Poona in November 1919 and published in the Avmais of this Institute? Of 
all the Sanskrit works Akbar got translated, the Mahabharata, it appears, 
had his most eamest attention. 

Several eminent poets and scholars had a hand in translating the Great 
Epic of India into Persian. The A’'in-e-Akbari gives the following names : 
Naqib Khan, Maulana ‘ Abdu'l-Qadir Badayini, and Shaikh Sulfan of 
Thanesar, to which the Muntakhab-u't-Tawdrikh adds the names of Mullt 
Sheri, and Shaikh Faizi (the brother of Abu'l-Fazl). 

“ Badaoni translated,’”” we are informed by Sir Jivanji, on the author- 


1 As is done also by the redactors of the Javanese Bhdratem ; cf. LABBERTON, 
]RAS, 1913. 7: “The knotty points as to the more reliable of the two sets 
lof genealogies} is decided by our Old Javanese text in favour of the second, that 
being the only one it knows.” 

2 Cf. HOLIZMANN, Das Mahabharata, 3. 110; and A. Lupwic, “Das Maha- 
bhirata al; Epos und Rechtsbuch"” (Review), pp. 66ff., 93 ff. 

3 Cf, vol. 6 (1924-25), pp. 84 ff, + ABI 6, %, 
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ity of contemporaneous chronicles, “‘ two out of the eighteen sections. Mulla 
Sheri and Naqib Khan did a part of the work and the rest was completed 
by Sultan Haji of Thanessar. Shaikh Faizi converted their ‘rough trans- 
lation into elegant prose and verse, but he did not complete more than two 
sections.’ Sultin Haji then revised these two sections and verse. Not only 
did he do so, but he also revised his work which formed a large share of 
the work.” Quoting Badddni, Sir Jivanji continues: “The Haji aforesaid 
revised these two sections, and as for the omissions which had taken place 
in his first edition, those defects he put right, and comparing it word for 
word was brought to such a point of perfection that not a fly-mark of the 
original was omitted”! The preface to this translation was from the pen 
of that gifted courtier, of Akbar who has left us such an admirable account 
of the Emperor’s reign, Abu’l-Fazl. This Persian version appears to have 
been a free rendering of the original, made by Muslim poets and scholars 
at the Court of Akbar, to whom the sense of the original had been explained 
by Hindu pandits, under the orders of the Emperor. 

There are numerous other vernacular abstracts of the Mahabharata 
besides the Telugu abstract mentioned above, but most of them are of a 
late date. Moreover, they are all far too free to be of much use to us in 
reconstructing the text of the Mahabharata. 


Besides these abstracts and adaptations, there are parallel versions of 
certain passages ot even of whole episodes to be met with in other works. 
Thus we have a parallel version of the Sakuntala episode (adhy, 62 ff.), in 
the Padmapuriina ;* of the Yay&ti episode (adhy. 71 ff.), in the Matsya- 
purana ;? of the story of Ruru (adhy. 8ff.), in the Devibhagavata; of a 
portion of Samudramanthana (adhy. 16 f.), again in the Matsyapuriina ; of 
a portion of a cosmogonic passage (1. 60. 54 ff.), in the Ramayana. {29} There 
is more distant connection between our Saupama {adhy, 14 ff.) and the 
peseudo-vedic Suparnadhyaya.* Some of the stanzas of the Adi are cited, with 
or without mention of the source, in the Tantravarttika of Kumarila Bhatta 
(eg. our 1. 1, 209), as also in the Bhasyas of Acirya Sarhkara (e.g. our 1. 
1. 37). A few of the sententious stanzas (eg. our 1. 74. 1 ff.) recur, with 
variation, in Buddhist literature,* while stray stanzas are to be found again 
in the Khilas of the Reveda (eg. our 1, 53, 22f.),2 the Manusnyti® (eg. 


2 Cf. Betuoni-Fiuiret, “La leggenda Mahabhiratiana di Sakuntald nell’ 
edizione critica di Poona,” Giornale della Societa Asiatica Italiana (NS). 2 (1932). 
135-140. 

2 Cf. Gaya Prasad Dnt, “ A Textual Comparison of the Story of Yayati as 
found in the Mahabharata and the Matsyapurana,” Proc. Fifth Ind. Orient Conf. 
{Lahore 1930), vol. 1,'pp. 721 ff. 

* Cf. Jarl Cuarrentier, Die Supornasoge, Uppsala 1920, 

4 FRANKE, “ Jiitaka-Mahabharata Paralleln,” WZKM, 20 (1906) 323, 357 f. 

5 Cf. Max Mitter’s edition of the Reveda, vol, 4 (1892), p. 521, stanzas 5-8, 

02 1 
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our 1. 3. 94) and the Brhaddevata: (e.g. our 1. 59. 12). One of our stanzas 
(1, 119. 6) has been cited in the Dhvanyaloka of Anandavardhana, as by 
Maharsi Vyasa. There are probably many stanzas which remain to be 
identified. 

It is perhaps well to add in this place that a certain amount of caution 
is necessary in making any critical use of citations of stray Mahabharata 
stanzas we meet with again in other works, We must, in the first. place, 
bear in mind that most of the other works have yet to be properly edited. 
Even in critically edited texts we must take into account the various readings 
of the passage in question in the manuscripts collated. Then in the case of 
citations we must allow for failures of memory ; since in ancient times the 
stanzas were almost invariably quoted from memory, and the quotation was 
never compared with the original. Moreover we must never forget that 
probably from time immemorial there have existed local versions of the 
Mahabharata. The citations made even by very old writers were from these 
local versions. A citation by a writer of the eighth century or even the sixth 
century proves nothing for the Ur-Mahabharata, that ideal but impossible 
desideratum ; thoughi the citation is far older than our manuscripts, it is 
evidence only for the text of the Joca! Mahabharata in the eighth, respectively 
the sixth century, notwithstanding that the differences between the various 
recensions and yersions of the Mahabharata must diminish as we go back 
further and further. 


{30] PEDIGREE OF ADIPARVAN VERSIONS 
Vyasa's Bharata 


Ur-Mahabharata 


w 
eae =e, a 

v Yr 
re 

| : | 

Hac ota! | 

a ieeve amber aera] ee mn ee wee ee B 
Saradi K Nepali Maithili Bengali Devanagari Telugu Grantha Malayalam 
(other than K ) 


2 WINTERNITZ, “ Brhaddevaté und Mahabharata,” WZKM. 20 (1906). 1 ff; 
especially, pp. 10f., 28f, 31 ff, 34, 
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EXPLANATION OF THE SIGLA USED IN THE ABOVE PEDIGREE 


N is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Northern recen- 
sion are, directly or indirectly, derived. 

v is the lost archetype of the North-Western group, appreciably shorter 
than any of the other known versions (textus simplicior). 

K is a specific Devanagari version allied to the Sarada (or Kagmiri) 
version (sharply distinguished from other Devandgari versions), of which 
one MS. (K,) is the direct copy of a Sarada original. The version is largely 
contaminated from MSS. of the (central) sub-recension (y), and in part, 
also from some unknown Southern sources. Exact provenance of the version 
is unknown, 

y is the intermediate (inflated) source from which all versions of the 
central sub-recension are derived (comprising the Easter and Westem 
groups}, occupying a position intermediate between the North-Western and 
the Southern groups. It contains a considerable number of secondary addi- 
tions (including repetitions), as also a very large number of verbal altera- 
tions and corruptions. 

e is the lost archetype of the Eastern group (comprising the Nepali, 
Maithili and Bengali versions), which is free from the additions and altera- 
tions made later in certain Devanagari MSS. 

S is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Southern recension 
are, directly or indirectly, derived and which is appreciably longer than N, 
and far more elaborate (textus ornatior). 

a is the lost archetype of TG, containing a large number of corruptions 
and secondary additions, from which M is free. 


{31} A CRITICAL SURVEY OF THE RECENSIONS AND THEIR 
VERSIONS, 


THE TWO RECENSIONS 


The textual criticism of the Mahabharata proceeds from the incontro- 
vertible fact that the text of the Great Epic has been handed down in two 
divergent forms, a Northern and a Southern recension, texts typical of the 
Arydvarta and the Daksinapatha. With the realization of this patent con- 
trast began the Mahabharata textual criticism nearly fifty years ago, when 
Protap Chandra Roy brought out his popular edition of the Mahabharata 
(1883-96), under the auspices of the Datavya Bharata Karydlaya. A brief 
account of the controversy to which the publication of this edition of the 
Mahabharata gave rise is to be found in Roy’s writings.’ We are told there 


» Cf. the letter addressed by Roy to the Editor of The Hindy (Madras) and 
published on the cover of fascicule XXIX of his translation of the Mbh, (1887). 
See also HoLtzMANN, Das Mahabharata, 3. 33. 
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that the appearance of his edition was hailed by The Hindu of Madras, 
that great bulwark of Dravidian Hinduism, in its issue dated November 22, 
1885, with the publication of a bellicose letter, headed “ Another edition of 
the Mahabharata”, purporting to give an account of the proceedings of a 
public meeting held at Mayaveram, and containing an outspoken and trench- 
ant criticism of Roy's edition by one Mr. Sreenivasa SASTRIAL. This worthy 
gentleman thought Roy's edition to be “sadly defective in the text and that 
this defect is detrimental to the religious interests as many portions support- 
ing the Advaita and Vdsishta-advaite (sic) doctrines, but unfavourable to 
the Sakti worshippers of the North, have been omitted”. “It was sad, 
therefore,” bemoaned this aggrieved protagonist of the Southern Recension, 
“that the generous gentleman of the North, Protapa Chandra Roy, that 
undertook to edit the text, should decline the responsibility of editing the 
text as correctly as possible and to compare various manuscripts of the text 
from Southern India.” Mr, Sreenivasa SaSTRIAL, it is reported, “ instanced one 
or two portions of the Mahabharata, omitted in the Calcutta edition, which 
can be proved by indisputable testimony to have existed in the earliest copies 
of the work.” One wonders, where and how this estimable gentleman could 
have got hold of “ the earliest copies” of the work ; or rather, just how early 
were the copies he was referring to. “ Again, many verses”, complained this 
Vaisnava propagandist, “quoted by the great philosophers of the South in 
support of their respective doctrines, are not to be found in Mr. Protapa 
Chandra Roy's edition” ! 

The reply of Protap Chandra Roy is not altogether without interest. 
He iuefully admitted—what we must even now admit—that “there can be 
no edition of the Mahebhareta how carefully edited soever, that would please 
scholars of every part of India..... Like other ancient works that have come 
down to us from century to century by the method of manual transcription, 
large interpolations have been inserted in this great work. To settle, at this 
fag-end of the nineteenth century, what portions are genuine and what other- 
wise, is, except in a very few instances, simply impossible”. With highly 
commendable {32} objectivity, Roy then proceeds to enunciate a critical prin- 
ciple, which, simple—nay, obvious—as it is, many a reputable scholar of India 
will find it difficult to appreciate even at the present day. “J know of no 
method”, wrote Roy, nearly fifty years ago, “except that of taking that only 
as undoubtedly genuine which occurs in all the manuscripts of the East, the 
North, the West, and the South”! “ As far as my edition is concerned”, 
he continued, “it is substantially based on that of the Royal Asiatic Society 
of Bengal, published about forty-five years ago under the superintendence of 
a few learned Pandits of Bengal aided, as I believe, by an English orientalist 
of repute.... Manuscripts had been precured from alt parts of India (the 
South unexcepted) and these were carefully collated, Although edited: with 


Italics mine ! 
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such care, I have not, however, slavishly followed the Society’s edition. 1 
have compared it carefully with the Maharajah of Burdwan’s text in the 
Bengalee character which was edited with still greater care. About 18 manus- 
cripts procured from different parts of India (the South not excepted) were 
carefully collated by the Burdwan Pundits before they admitted a single sloka 
as genuine. I have very frequently referred to this Burdwan edition also for 
checking the Society's text.... Besides the published texts, I have now and 
then referred to certain manuscripts. These, however, are all of Bengal. I 
am willing to consult any approved manuscript of Southern India.... I 
conclude’ by repeating that I have no complaint against Mr. Sreenivasa. On 
the other hand, I freely admit that an edition like the one projected by him 
will be a valuable accession to the libraries of all scholars in India and in 
countries out of India. Only the same remarks that he has applied to my 
edition will, I am confident, apply to Ais, when a Pundit of Northem or 
Western India takes it up for notice or review, unless, of course, the learned 
SASTRIAL includes, without critical examiation, every passage bearing on both 
the Advaita and the Cakta worship. I may assure Mr. SASTRIAL, however, 
that in that case, in his attempt to please everybody he will, like the painter 
in the fable, please none, particularly among readers of judgment and critical 
discrimination, The fact is, that the divergences of manuscripts are so great 
that it is perfectly impossible to produce an edition that could at once satisfy 
both Aryévarta and Dakshindtya.” That edition, alas, so bravely and enthu- 
siastically planned by Mr. Sreenivasa SASTRIAL, to which reference is made 
in the above extract, appears never to have seen the interior of any printing 
establishment ! 

I have quoted Protap Chandra Roy in extenso, not merely because of 
the interesting sidelight his remarks throw on the question of the different 
editions of the MahabhArata, projected or planned, in or just before his time, 
but also because of some remarkably sound principles of textual criticism, 
briefly, but clearly, propounded therein by him. Protap Chandra Roy had 
grasped the Mahabharata Problem in all its essentials. But the time was not 
yet ripe for the actual preparation of a critical edition of the Mahabharata. 

The differences between the two recensions of the Mahabharata must not 
be underrated. Between them there lies, to start with, the irksome barrier 
of scripts. It is no exaggeration to say that in India to the Northemers, the 
Southern versions written in Southern scripts, ordinarily speaking, were and 
are sealed books; on the other hand, the Southerners, with the possible 
exception of a few learned Pandits—who, in fact, after a half-hearted admis- 
sion of epic poetry into the realm of literature, cheerfully leave the [33} study 
of the bulk of the Mahabharata text to their less gifted brethren—could not 
and cannot decipher the Northern scripts, perhaps with the exception of the 
Devanagari. 

‘When one laboriously surmounts this initial obstacle, and starts to com- 
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pare the two recensione, one finds, to one’s surprise, that the difference be- 
tween them begins, as a matter of fact, with the very division of the Maha- 
bharata into its various parvans! Against the commonly accepted, conven- 
tional division of the epic into eighteen books (parvans), there is the Southern 
division into twenty-four.t More surprising still is the fact that the Adi- 
parvan itself, the very first book of the epic (with which alone we are, in 
fact, here concerned), is sub-divided in Southern manuscripts into three (Adi, 
Astika and Sathbhava), or at least into two (Adi and Sambhava) separate 
major parvans.? Let me emphasize that it is the main large divisions (par- 
vans) of the epic I am here referring to, and not the hundred (sub-)parvans 
(also called upaparvans or antabparvans). The sub-parvans, in point of fact, 
could not come into questicn here at all. Only the Northern manuscripts, as 
a rule, mention in their colophons the names of the sub-parvans ; the South- 
em manuscripts ignore (as far as 1 can say at present, uniformly) this detail, 
very rarely mentioning, in their colophons, the name of the corresponding 
sub-parvan.* We have, therefore, no means of knowing precisely the number 
and the limits of the sub-parvans in the Southern scheme, except, of course, 
the meagre and ambiguous data of the Parvasashgraha (Adi 2) itself 

It is true that the Southern (printed) editions (not excepting Professor 
P. P. S. Sastrt's critical edition of the Southern recension, as far as it has 
gone} follow the division of the epic uniformly into the conventional eighteen 
books.® But in so far as they do that, the editors, it seems to me, must be 
overriding knowingly (but without giving the fact inexpedient prominence) 
the clear and unmistakable testimony of Southern manuscripts. They prefer 
to sacrifice the Southern manuscript tradition and make their editions har- 
monize with the data of the Parvasarhgraha: always a grave blunder; 
because, clearly, the data of the Parvasamngraha can be manipulated far more 
easily than those of the manuscripts of the text. The Parvasarhgraha, if 








1 See the remarks of BURNELL, A Classified Index lo the Sunskrit MSS, in the 
Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180; and WiNTERNITZ, Ind, Ant. 1898. 122. 

2 In most Southern manuscripts the adhydyas of these different parts of our 
Adiparvan are separately numbered. In our critical apparatus a new beginning is 
made with (our) adhy. 54 in all Southern MSS. except T, (which is a misch- 
codex), an adhyaya which marks the beginning of our Adivarnsavataranaparvan ; 
in the colophons of the Southem MSS. it is called the first adhyaya of the Sarit- 
bhavaparvan. 

% On the other hand, the Southern MSS. (and in fact even most of the 
Northern MSS.) frequently mention the name of the Upakhyana or the name of 
the adhy’ya ; but even this is never done regularly and systematically, 

4 The Parvasarhgraha gives only the names of the (100) sub-parvans, and 
the contents of the (18) major parvans. But from these data, we cannot say from 
what adhydya to what adhyaya a particular sub-parvan extends, 

® Thus, from these Southern ed, one can never elicit the fact that in the 
Southern Recension our Adi is divided into two parts (parvans) and that these 
parts have separate numbering of adhyayas! 
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compiled, originally, on the basis of some Norther version,’ would certainly 
not fit the Southern recension exactly, even when the Parvasathgraha was first 
compiled. 

{34] The difference between the recensions does not end there by any 
means, unhappily. The manuscripts of the two recensions show numerous 
other, big and small, discrepancies : discrepancies in the spelling of most ordi- 
nary words (eg. N ater: s ater or ater ), especially of proper names (e.g. 
Nfs: S Saar )s in the readings of words, phrases, lines, stanzas, groups of 
stanzas (passim); in the sequence of all these elements (passim); in the rela- 
tive position of single adhyayas or of a small group of adhyayas (passim); in 
the relative sequence of whole episodes (e.g. the Sakuntalé and Yayati episodes, 
Adi, 62 ff., and 70 ff.). What is more disconcerting still is that the recensions 
show also complicated displacements of portions of adhydyas; cf. for cx- 
ample, the long notes on 1. 106. 11 (p. 474 f.), and 1. 144. 20 (p. 624). 
Besides these variations in spellings, readings and sequences, there are addi- 
tions (or omissions, just as one may happen to regard them) of single lines 
(often “ inorganic”, ie. such as can be added or omitted with no effect upon 
the grammar or continuity), of short passages (passim) and long passages 
comprising more than a hundred lines (cf. App. I, No. 55, a passage of 125 
lines, setting forth the story of the Kasi princess Amba). These additions 
(respectively omissions} and verbal variants sometimes go to such a length 
that, at times, there emerges in the end an entirely different story. Compare, 
fer instance, the two versions of the highly popular episode “ Rape of Subha- 
dra” (Subhadraharama) in adhy. 211-212 of our edition and passage No. 114 
of App. I (comprising over 460 lines !).2 We find that the Southern version 
of this story is enriched with many entirely novel and startling features, such 
as Arjuna’s masquerading as a peripatetic monk (yati), or his fierce battle 
with the Yadava forces led by Viprthu, which he, of course, routs, alone and 
unaided, or rather merely with the help of his newly acquired, valiant and 
resourceful wife, who acts as his charioteer ! 

A notable feature of the Southern recension is that it is considerably 
Jonger than the Northem. The constituted text of the Parvasarhgraha (1. 2. 
96) gives 7984 “élokas” (that is, probably, what is technically called 
granthas) as the extent of the Adi : 


wae aatenererenier aren ae arene a | 
PERT TATA rey TET Hl 


1 This ig clearly suggested by the fact that the longer Table of Contents (3. 2. 
72-233) follows the eighteen-parvan division, which does not harmonize with the 
cata of the colophons of the Southern MSS., which have the twenty-four-parvan 

vision. 

2 Even the Sakuntald episode gets a somewhat different colouring in the 
Southern recension. 
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The extent of the Vulgate is computed to be about 8460 “ stanzas". The 
length of the Southern text of the Adi edited by Professor P. P. S. Sastrt is 
given by himself as 9984 “stanzas”, slightly in excess of his own Parva- 
sathgraha figure (M. 1. 2. 102), which differs as regards this figure (as in 
many other figures in adhy. 2) from our edition. This latter figure (9984) 
is perhaps a trifie in excess of the presumable extent of the (normal) Southern 
recension, since P. P. S. Sastri’s text contains some clear instances of inter- 
polation (from Telugu, Tamil and even Northern sources),? which need not 
necessarily be put down to the already swollen account of the Southern recen- 
sion. The difference between the Vulgate and SasTri’s text is about 1524 
“stanzas”. But even the common Southern text, which will be appreciably 
shorter than Sastri’s, may confidently be [35]} reckoned to contain approxi- 
mately 1300 “ glokas" (i.c. granthas) more than the longest Northern version 
of the Adi! 

This excess in the Southern recension is not due to the addition of any 
single lengthy passage or just a few of such passages even, though there are 
undoubtedly among them some fairly long passages. The excess is due to 
additions, large and small, distributed almost evenly throughout the parvan, 

Not only is the Southern text thus appreciably longer than the other, 
the story itself of the Southern recension, as compared with that of the 
Northern, is, owing to many of these additions, much richer in details, leav- 
ing little or nothing to the imagination of the reader or the hearer. Thus, for 
example, in the Northern recension, the father of Satyavati or Matsyagandha 
(Vyasa’s own mother) is a nameless king of fisher-folk, making a living, on 
the banks of the Yamund, by fishing. This is rather unsatisfactory. That 
the name of Matsyagandha’s father—he is really only her foster father-~ 
according to the fable—should not have been preserved, seems a shocking 
piece of negligence on the part of the historian, that is, the story-teller, since 
history as it is narrated (as has been well said) is a kind of roman @ thése. 
The Southern recension here comes to our help. It has carefully procured 
the name of the foster-father of Kali Matsyagandha alias Satyavati : it was 
Uccailéravas (a high-sounding Aryan name), if we are to believe the South- 
ern recension. He was named after the great sncw-white Stallion of the 
Gods, which came out of the occan when it was being churned for Ambrosia 
by the Gods and the Titans. 

Then again, the Purohita sent by the Yadavas to the forest retreat of 
‘Pandu in the Himalayas was a Kaéyapa. He was required, of course, to 
perform ail the little Aryan rites for the Pandavas. Moreover, it is best that 
kings always have their Rajaguru by their side, to advise and help them on 
all occasions. The Nothern recension does not even tell us that the Yadavas 


1 For instance the Svetaki episode (M. 1. 214, 29-:98}), which, in the form 
printed there, is missing in a7 MSS. of his own critical apparatus ! 
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had sent any Purohita at all to Pasxdu’s hermitage ; so there, no question of 
his name arises. 

But a really illuminating instance of the richness of information fur- 
nished by the Southern revension is supplied by an “ additional” adhydya* 
in this recension, which gives us some new and interesting chronological de- 
tails about the Pandavas themselves. These details disperse that haze of un- 
certainty and vagueriess which overspreads the ordinary @count. 

The Southern recension informs us that when the Pandavas first arriv- 
ed at the Court of Hastinapura from the forest retreat, after the death of 
their father, Yudhisthira was exactly sixteen years old, Bhima fifteen, Arjuna 
fourteen, the twins thirteen. We are further told exactly how long the 
Pandu brothers stayed at the Kaurava Court, in the Lac House (Jatagrha), 
in Ekacakra, at the Court of the Paficala King, then again at the Kaurava 
Court, then in Indraprastha, and so on. Yudhisthira died at the ripe old 
age of 108, which is a mystic number. Arjuna was younger than Krsna by 
three months, which was also exactly the difference between the ages of Krsna 
and Balaréma. And so on and so forth. Almost all these useful details are 
Jacking in the Northern recension, and I doubt whether they can even be 
Teconstructed from the meagre data of this recension on these points. 


{36} The Southern recension impresses us thus by its pracision, schema- 
lization, and thoroughly practical outlook. Compared with it, the Northern 
recension is distinctly vague, unsystematic, sometimes even inconsequent, more 
like a slory rather naively narrated, as we find in actual experience. 


The Southern recension of the Adi at least is thus not merely longer, but 
also fuller, more ¢xuberent, more omate than the Northern. It may there- 
fore be fitly styled, in relation to the Northern, the textus ornatior. 

Notwithstanding these and other discrepancies, there persists through- 
out, between the recensions, a distinct and undeniable family resemblance, 
and there cannot be the slightest doubt that they both spring from a com- 
mon source, albeit a distant and somewhat nebulous source. Follow the 
course of these divergent streams as far back as one will, the elusive source 
seems to recede still further and lose itself in the mists of antiquity. 

It was pointed out above that a noteworthy feature of the Southern re- 
cension was that it was appreciably longer than the Northern. The charac- 
ter of the principal additions may be seen from the following list of some of 
the more important and lengthy passages peculiar to the Southern recension, 
whose texts are given in Appendix I. 

{1) No, 9 (S except M,) : God Siva (Rudra) drinks up the poison (halahala) 
which exudes from the mouth of Vasuki, while the Devas and Asuras are churning 
the ocean for Ambrosia (samudramanthana) ; comprising 19 lines. 


Cf. App. I, No. 67, lines 47-62, 
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(2) No, 45-48 and 51: Additions to the Sakuntala episode (together 231 
lines). 

(3) No. 52: Madhavi-is introduced on the scene during the discourse bet- 
ween Yayati and his grandsons, in the Yayati episode (43 lines). 

(4) No, 55: Anticipation of the story of the Kasi princess Amb (125 
lines). 

(5) No; 59: Sdrya persuades Kunti to have sexual intercourse (21 lines), 

(6) Na. 67: Details of the early life of the Pandavas in the Himalayan re- 
treat (46 lines). 

(7) No. 6869: Pagdu’'s death and many funeral orations (together 123 
lines). 

(8) No. 78 (S, and by conflation K, Da, Dn D,.,.;) : Details of a battle 
between the Kurus and the Paficilas, and capture of Drupada (119 lines). 

(9) No, 79: Anticipation of the account of the birth of Draupadi and 
Dhystadyumna ; and account of the birth of Drupada (together 194 lines). 

{10) No, 87-89: Additions to the Hidimba episode (69 lines). 

(11) No. 91-93: Additions to the Bakavadha episode, including a detailed 
account of the fight between the two well-matched giants, Baka and Bhima (106 
lines), 

(12) No. 95: Drupada bemoans the loss of the Pandavas, and is consoled 
by his Purohita ; decides, at the advice of the Purohita, to celebrate the Svayarhvara 
of Kygpa, in the hope that the Pandavas might turn up (74 lines). 

(13) No, 100: Story of Na}iyani narrated by Vyasa to the Paficdla king, 
to justify the polyandrous mifirriage of the Pandavas (118 lines). 

(14) No. 101: _ Story of Bhaumaévi related on the same occasion (22 lines). 

(15) No. 103: Mimic warfare between the Kauravas and Pandavas aided by 
Piicalas (219 lines), 

{37} (16) No. 108: Dhptarastra crowns Yudhisthira king before despatching 
the Pandavas to Indraprastha (58 lines). 

(17) No. 111; Description of Narada, who comes to visit Yudhisthira (55 
lines). 

(18) No. 113-115: Expansion of the Subhadraharana (562 lines !). 

(19) No, 116: Arjuna’s welcome on his return from exile (28 lines), 

These passages alone comprise 2250 lines or 1125 stanzas approximately ! 


The discrepancies between the two recensions, as already observed, are 
go numerous and so multifarious, that any attempt to enumerate and classify 
them must remain incomplete and unsatisfactory. Nevertheless it may be 
useful to begin a cursory survey of the divergences, noting at the same time 
the typical characteristics of the Southem “ additions”, characteristics which 
recur with fair frequency in the Adi, and which are likely to reappear in 
other parvans. These notes may prove useful for distinguishing between 
the different “hands” which have been at work in shaping this imposing 
monument of Indian antiquity, when the entire text has been treated in the 
Manner proposed here, and we have sufficient data for undertaking a minute 
and systematic study of the variations and evaluating them. 

4 


50 PROLEGOMENA, 


The deviationa of the Southem recension from the Northem (taking for 
purposes of exposition the latter to represent the norm) are of the following 
kind. 

1. Variants of isolated words or phrases, (a) unimportant and (b) im- 
portant. 

(a) Unfmportant, such as one comes across in line after line. They 
are far ‘too numerous to be listed even approximately completely, but from 
among them we may single out these for specific mention : 

(i) fluctuations in the spelling of proper names, e. g. S fra ( N2fte), 
drain (Beret ), srette ( eretts ), ee (aT), efemge ( faagt ), S79 
(seq ), mating ( refir ), ey (HE), etc, etc. 

(ii) variations mainly due to mere transpositions of words, e. g. S 
aad: adetdy qfrrer agers: (NS: qSraete TIA a”) 1, 1, 23; seereq aaY 
am (aa: sea TAT GT) 92. 1; etc., etc. 

(iti) unremitting variation of; monosyllabic particles and verse-fillers, 
which are among the most unstable elements of the received text, such as 
a, 3, 3 @ &, [81 ]4; common adverbs and conjunctions, such as a, 4, TT, 
UA, WO, AUT, TW, TA, A, OT:, Ks, BY, AMA, Fa ; and prepositions erfiy—arfir- 
fief, wa, ey-V", etc., etc. 

(iv) substitution of metrically equivalent synonyms, or words and 
phrases of similar significance; e.g. Oq-atu-ay; at-gh; sy-Ay- 
(31 )Req; fier; onary; Taya; ae —rafea—aede ; merftert— 
freent—aeftea—frras ;  wateEt—aHites (and similar compounds with Sat 
and seer); erehreneg—sra ae eMe—- AAMAS ; | TTT 
aaferranfert, argidl-aagidt; seftjeait—dnaqafi—attiqonty ; eft 
treafegien; TEETER —aERT ETE: ; Taye 5 TET 
areata —aremreet—aeental—( at reat ; atbzat ae—ere( aret Rat at; erderi- 
1 GH: ; etc., etc, 


(v) substitution of equivalent epic iterata; e. g. 31% AAR, Tatar 
arama, TeRaten, TET: ; Mera Ta APH, THRE ITH; etc,, etc. 
For other examples, see {38} HoPxKINs’s collection of “ Parallel phrases in 
the two Epics” in the Great Epic, pp. 403 ff. (Appendix A). 


({b) Important variants, which make a considerable difference in the 
sense, and of which the critique must take account. Of such variants, rela- 
tively speaking, there are only a few ; e. g. discrepant divisions of the epic 
into parvans and adhyyas ; variants of the titles of the sub-parvans (e. g. 
S sptvaea: N qvemaq), of the numbers of adhyZyas and élokas in 
the Parvasarngraha (the figures for Glokas differ, at times, by thousands). 
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+ An example of a different character from another part of the Adi is the 
variant mq: Arq in the stanzas which refer to the duration of Arjuna’s 
exile. According to the Norther recension it is thirteen years ; according to 
the Southern, only thirteen months! Cf. 1. 204. 28. g at area aah (S32 
Arar , aranfat etc. ) me S met Fare at TAT; 205. 30 FA grea Ta ( S Ararat, 
areca, f& ).'— Then we have in 1. 3. 21 the variant wg-#¢, How 
was the infinitive really made ? — And so on. 

2. Larger variations between continuous passages, as a whole, the total 
extent remaining approximately the some. 

We find them (a) mostly in the long lists of names : e. g. of the hundred 
sons of Dhrtardistra (adhy. 108), of ancient kings (1. 1. 166 ff.), or serpents 
(1. 52. 5ff.), of kings present at Draupadi’s svayarhvara (adhy. 177) ; but 
(b) also when there are transpositions of whole or parts of adhydyas (e. g. 
the prose genealogy, adhy, 90) ; or again (c) when there is free paraphrase 
of a passage (passim). 

3. Expansion of the text in S without materially altering the nature of 
the contents or the course of the narrative. 

(a) By multiplication of the items of a list. For instance : 

In adhy. 20, S (with K, marg. Dn D, marg.) adds seven lines of praise 
to an existing hymn (ey) addressed to Garuda. In these lines, Garuda 


is identified, in turn, with all the principal gods, and with everything that is 
pre-eminent in the world : 


299° eq Reapeacen: at: acaaet sonra | 
waftrret qaqeredt cet wareaie: | 
a gat cust Roreqafte: caterer | 
at fc erent Prerat a et Fareg: OTT: | 


In adhy. 64, S (with K, Dn D,.;) gives an additional short list of sciences 
in which the Rsis in Kapva’s penance grove were proficient : 


ere Serer 
wererateetee toate erate: 


Oe | 
armareg geha Bere eaaiiftery | 


2 Cf, Hopxins, Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 342 (footnote). 
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{39} In adhy. 74 an additional passage (of 7 lines) in S (with D,) harpe 
on the well-worn theme of the evils that attend on anger : 


Qaregefrrrat waa | 
aetarrrreata sateaiteer Fifer | 
In adhy. 165, a Southern passage expands in hyperbolic language the list of 


edibles and other commodities (such as wines, clothes and blankets) furnish- 
ed by Vasistha’s Kamadhenu, by the addition of 6 more lines : 


1753* qrenrprediqareta cera: TeeTAT | 
pr hp il Sob. placid 
Keiar Gererqatererrat TATETUT 


Seek suai es ax cree! ic 

RAY F ses Reahey goTa! 

erontar & aerelfer eaenenta Seer: | 
In adhy. 213, the Southern recension furnishes us with a supplementary list 
of items in Subhadra’s dowry, which, taken along with what has gone be- 
fore, exhausts almost all the things worth possessing in this world : 


2082* eprattarceendratergaraiar Aree | 
gauipacarersccrretranieanrs | 


RAT AASHATITACSSATT | 
RBIS TCT Ysa TATTTY AAT | 
TMA | qeArai Terre et TTT | 
Yn ee 
ere eet a paras aT | 

ri 


5 =f | 
Tiget cea a ait sare aT | 
(b) By anticipation or repetition of stories, motives or discourses. For 
example : 
{i) the miraculous birth of Kygoa and Dhygtadyumha is narrated twice in $< 
in adhy, 155 and in App. I, No. 79 (after adhy. 128) ; 
(ii) the theme of the amusing experience of a maiden, who, on praying to 
Mahadeva for one husband five times, was granted, as a boon, five husbands at one 
time—a story which seeme to have been very popular in the South—is used, with 
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variation, in S, no less than three times in the course of the Adi; cf. adhy. 157, 189 
and passage No. 100 (of App. I) 3+ 

(iti) account of the tragi-comic experiences of the K&fi princess Amb3, who 
was passed on in tum by Bhisma to Silva and Salva to Bhisma, repeatedly, like a 
shuttle-cock, a story which is really the subject-matter of the Ambopa&khyana in Ud- 
youa 173f. (Bom, [40] ed.), apparently a favourite piece, is anticipated in 
passage No, 55 of App. I (cf. adhy. 96) and forms a bulky addition of 125 lines! 

(iv) the future of the royal family, which is the subject-matter of the addi- 
tional dialogue between Bhisma and his step-mother, Satyavati, in S, in passage 
No. 57 (of App. I) is only a continuation and repetition (with v. 1.) of the dis 
course between the same parties in adhy, 99. 


(v) Siirya’s warning to Karna about the designs of Indra to supplicate Karna 
in the disguise of a Brahman, in passage No. 60 of App. I, which is an anticipation 
of the story told in Aragya 300 (Bom. ed.). 


(c) Additions in S, due to the explicit mention of the observance of the 
correct and complete Brahmanic ritual and ceremonial on the proper oc- 
casions. Thus, in adhy. 68, at the birth of Bharata : 

625* qenfate aurart rm: aaleererceg | 

In adhy. 92, at the birth of Sarhtanu : 

O21" een aren eater cae SCI: | 
arremnaite fatter Sete: aaifieray | 
areal a Rereg aR: qoreegay | 
ateritcaetiores aetti: eafireerer | 

In adhy. 100, at the birth of Dhytarastra and ‘Pandu : 
1084* aatsteafinm: eat a 
aarcarara & sire om 
In adhy. 115, we have, likewise, with reference to the Pagdavas themselves 
(App. I, No. 67, lines 13-14, 20-27) : 
a aaePmardter West: TA AUST: | 
Teh: Rrafkawaet ter at gofeey | 
* 8 £ & & 
aad fioritg erent & giifeaT | 
qqerarere Paftracaeg: weyers: | 
OM anf @ dat sate sete | 
ae: ag: Raat: aah: TemaeTETCTa | 
Traternkeentt aeteerente s | 
RTT: Beara I FT ATA | 


* Jn Sastni's edition these stories occur in adhy. 164, 189 and 191. 
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terrae’ sraren wafer 
Ponnona Sol acaataaai 


In adhy. 124, at the royal tournament : 


(d) Expansion in S of existing scenes by the addition of speeches or 
detailed descriptiong and by other digressions. Examples : 


[41] (G)_ in App. I, No. 9, in the account of the churning of the ocean 
(samudramanthana), we are incidentally told of the drinking of poison by Siva, which 
had exuded from the mouth of Vasuki during the churning ; 

(ii) in 998*, we have nine additional lines depicting the humiliating treat- 
ment meted out to Bhigma at the court of the king of Kaéi, during the Svayarhvara 
of his daughters ; 

(iii) passage No. 59 (of App. I) depicts the persuasion of the shy and re- 
luctant Kunti by Sirya for intercourse, by alternate threats and promises, like a 
real Don Juan ; 

(iv) in passages No. 68-69, the Southern recension has tried to develop a very 
pathetic scene indeed, depicting the death of the father of the heroes, Pandu: an 
incident which must have been considered as deserving fuller and more sympathe- 
tic treatment than the perfunctory notice we find preserved in the Northern re- 
cension. At the sight of the corpse of her husband, Kunti falls to the ground in a 
swoon, like a felled tree. Then the five brothers come up in a single file, and in 
the order of their ages, and recite their little moumful dirges: Yudhisthira gets 
8 lines, Bhima 7, Arjuna 4, the twing (in chorus) only 3 lines together. Then 
follow long-winded farewell orations by Kunti, Madri and the rest of the company, 
which are followed by a touching scene describing Madri mounting the funeral 
pyre ; 

(v) passage No. 78 gives, in 119 lines, the details of a fight, which, in the 
Northern recension, at least originally, is disposed of in two lines! The latter I 
consider adequate treatment, taking everything into consideration ; 

(vi) passage No. 93 is a Southern addition of 37 lines giving fuller details of 
the titanic struggle between Bhima and the cannibal Baka; 

(vii) 1737* adds a bymn (in Tristubh metre and pseudo-vedic style) by Va- 
sigtha, addressed to SGrya, when Vasigtha presents himself before that luminary 
on behalf of Sexhvarana ; 

(viii) 1828° ff. describe in turn the discomfiture of each of the suitors for the 
hand of Draupadi ; : 

(ix) passages No. 100-101 add to the existing etock two new anecdotes—al- 
temative explanations—narrated by Vyasa to prove to Drupada and his son, that 
1This schematic treatment perhaps betrays the hand of the interpolator more 
clearly than anything else. 

sftts 
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the polyandrous marriage proposed by Yudhisthira, though apparently immoral and 
illegal, is a most righteous and necessary umion, being pre-ordained by the gods 
themselves for the accomplishment of their coamic plans: these are the well-known 
legends of NaJayani and Bhauméaévi : 

(x) passage No. 106 gives an almost complete inventory of the presents Dru- 
pada gave to the P&ndu brothers when they left with Draupadi, for the Kaurava 
Court, at the invitation of Dhytaragtra. The Norther recension ignores this huge 
mass of presents completely ! 

(xi) passage No. 110 is a farewell scene containing short orations by Kryna, 
Yudhisthira and Kunti, when Kryoa sets out for Dvaraka ; 

{42} (xii) passage No. 112 contains the farewell of Arjuna to Citr&tgada, 
telling her that she must not give way to sorrow in his absence, as they would meet 
again soon at the Rajasiiya, which is going to be performed by Yudhisthira ; a pro- 
phetic utterance! And so on and so forth. 

(e) Additions of little ethical, moral and sententious maxims, to which 
5, permeated as it is by a conscious didactic purpose, is particularly partial. 
‘We meet with the same old proverbs over and over again in S: 


595* SRAM SAARI AT ATTA | 
& qiatgd? qatar ereaTETC | 
605* Reet cafe Stent wat cafe dea | 


s56* 4 @ Gatwel det mrad std ade at 
ed a neat & atta aay | 
are Perret Ser fraiet a atherey | 
warrd @ fay areata ahr | 


1019" aren gen seit SAAT TAT | 
karte ceaahahml nent 
1108 erat fit arecrastsrenat aeniteahet 
ape akira 
1189* anfiregcafer suatat ararrat aerahe: | 
eer 
at Tot ! 
Rabid rin wifes Bred eyParea® | 
143] 123" agaitshiokee gerne deg haca, | 
Seat cast ar: eng atfag aaa | 
(f) Additional stanzas in S with, perhaps, a certain amount of sexual 
appeal, bearing the taint of later decadence. Examples : 
App. I, No. 89 (lines 3-4) with reference to Hidimba : 


ga f wet cer: qattattierer | 
a aad ant anediaedt gage: | 
No, 48 ‘(lines 78-79), describing Sakuntala ; 
waratrancat af gait dearer | 
oat afters 8 ae aRaaat | 
No. 55 (lines 46-47), describing Amba : ; 
Grease reeset | 
whisenrat carseat | 
Then also 929" SrreraraTa eta THATET TA | 
see nireat deqaedt Rrcrears | 
1189* got er fives citst et enreifergret gar | 
Taaite at Op atirefiged a: | 
More sentiments of this type, occurring in the Grantha version alone, 
are: 
1937" qenrerengergen: oftretranferetaren: | 
TaN: Tee: Geaafraen: | 
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The lengths to which the Muses lead these Southern poetasters may be 
judged from the following interpolation in certain Grantha manuscripts of 
the Adi, 1334* with 1335* reads: 

TSCA Ty CIEE FT | 
_ Oethgeped eg argent az: | 

Cf. also lines 73-74 of passage No. 100 (of App. I) : 

ant ai aretseringyeg ai way! 
ates anventin set af arerashrery tt 

4. Southern additions which alter the purport of the fablé as narrated in 
the Northern recension. 

‘Made apparently with the object of correcting the laxity of sexual re- 
lations implied in the old narrative. In adhy. 67, the royal Purohita, a handy 
person, quickly but surely and secretly, performed the marriage of Duhsanta 
and Sakuntalé, in order to legitimize Bharata, the eponymous ancestor of the 
Bharatas, who has given his name to the country of his birth and to the 
Great Epic of India, altogether an important personage in ancient Indian 
history : 


In adhy. 77, the marriage of Yayati and Sarmistha is celebrated semi- 
secretly, in a secluded comer of the Asoka grove, in the palace grounds, with 
the usual bakshkeesh to the Brahmins, in the presence of counsellors, chap- 
lains, priests and so on, but unknown to Devayani! ‘All this was done to 
legitimize Puru; the eponymous ancestor of the Pauravas : 





1 These lines occur in three MSS. (#, 4, ¥ ) of Sastet’s edition (vol. 2), p. 
1209, 
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807* saReeyaficarentiitentatea eqe: | 
eee Rremé Faferereeert srerore igor | 
got mere age fergie | 
In passage No, 114 of App. I, Subhadrf and Arjuna were likewise secret- 

ly and hastily married in the presence of gods, rsis, and elders, while Bala- 
1éma was away from the scene, to legitimize Abhimanyu (the father of the 
famous Parikeit and grandfather of Janamejaya, to whom the epic was nar- 
rated). Cf, lines 281-286 of the passage : 


meee cigar aaah: | 


: Trea: | 


Most Grantha manuscripts (G,, of our critical apparatus: %, @ and 
a of Sasrri's) have a passage to show that Paraéara and Matsyagandha 
were secretly but regularly married. Cf. passage No. 36 of App. I, which is 
a somewhat lengthy passage describing with circumstantial detail the nup- 
tial ceremony at which the ancestors of both the bride and the bridegroom 
are invoked, all the details of the regular Hindu marital rite are scrupulously 
gone through, and the marriage is solemnized in the presence of Vasigtha, 
‘Yajfiavalkya and other great Reis living in the Naimisa forest ! 


5. Additions in S, due to the filling out of lacunae (real or imaginary). 

Examples of such additions are : 

482* which gives a summary of the last five parvans of our Mahabharata 
text, and passage No. 79 (of App. I) giving an account of Drupada’s birth. 
It appears, from the latter account, that Drupada was born in the same mira- 
culous way as two of his contemporaries Drona and Krpa, due to the per- 
turbation of his father at the sight of a beautiful Apsaras. Ascetics invo- 
luntarily emitting semen at the sight of heavenly nymphs, broad-hipped, fat- 
breasted, fair-clad, pleasure-fraught, and the miraculous germination of the 
semen into human beings, is the regular Puréigic apparatus for the genera- 
tion of the great men of the past, about whose birth nothing exciting was 
specially known to the chronicler. 

{45] 6. Multiplication of fights ond battle-scenes, 


I have drawn attention above to the expansion of the description of a 
battle (in which the Kurus and the Padus capture Drupada), and of a fight 
(between Bhima and Baka).* Analogous to it is a battle scene described in 





1 App. I, Nos 78 and 92-93 respectively. 
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an additional adhyZya in the Southem recension (App. I, No. 103). This 
stages a little war between the cousins, a miniature replica of the Great War 
to come. Here also Kurus plan the destruction of the Péimdavas, who are re- 
siding in Kampilya as the guests of Drupada. A regular council of war is 
held, in which Sakuni and Kama advocate hostilities, while the nameless son 
of Somadatta counsels peace and conciliation. The bellicose party has the 
upper hand in the council chamber. The Kuru army matches against the 
Pandavas with their allies, the Paficdlas. The Kaurava forces are, of course, 
easily repulsed. No great damage is done. The status quo is immediately 
restored : things go on just the same as before, as though no battle had ever 
taken place. There is dlso no other reference to this battle in the whole of 
the Mahabharata. The present parvan does not offer much scope for the 
full development of this tendency. We shall probably meet with it again in 
the battle-books (6-9). 

7. Omissions in S, as compared with N. 

These are quite numerous and scattered almost evenly over the whole 
parvan, but short and contextually unimportant, as a mule. An exception is 
the somewhat lengthy Svetaki episode (App. I, No, 118), Since, on the one 
hand, all reference to the episode is missing in the whole of the Malayalam 
version, as also in some manuscripts of each of the remaining two versions 
(T G) of the Southem recension, while, on the other hand, those T G manus- 
cripts that do contain some mention of it insert a variant version at an entire- 
ly different place, therefore the episode may legitimately be considered a 
Northern interpolation which has insinuated its way, by conflation, into some 
Southern manuscripts. It is a story in true Puramic style. King Svetaki sac- 
rificed with such phenomenal zeal and keenness that his priests, in the end, 
Tefuse to sacrifice any more! Svetaki practised penance on the Himalayas 
with the object of making Rudra his sacrificial priest. Rudra, however, ex- 
cused himself, asking Svetaki to apply to Durvasas, who was his part-incama- 
tion (emSe). Durvasas completed the sacrifice, and Svetaki poured libations 
of clarified butter into the fire for twelve years continuously. As a result, 
Agni had a severe attack of indigestion! He refused after that every offer- 
ing, and became enfeebled. At Brahma’s direction, he set the Khandava 
forest on fire, and tried his best to bum the forest down ; but the denizens of 
the forest put the fire out, over and over again. He reported his discom- 
fiture to Brahm’, who then asked him to betake himeelf to Arjuna and 
Kygna, the part incarnations of Nara and Narayana, with whose help alone 
Agni would be in a position to burn the Kh@indava forest. 

It should be made clear that the variants and passages cited here are 
merely by way of illustration, and comprise only a small fraction of the total 
number of deviations. 

The presence of an astonishingly large number of additions, some of 
which are undoubtedly late and spurious, should not be allowed to impair 
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our appreciation of some real merits of the Southem recension. It would be, 
in fact. a grievous error to ignore on that account the Southern recension or 
underestimate its value. This recension is an {46} indispensable aid for con- 
trolling the deviations of the Northern Tecension, both in point of readings 
and sequence. In comparison with y it has unquestionably preserved a very 
large ‘number of original readings, proved by actual agreements between S 
and v, as well as by their intrinsic merits. The superiority of the Southern 
recension in comparision to the Vulgate may be said to be quite evident. It 
may, however, quite easily happen that in a particular instance, the whole of 
the Northem recension is corrupt, and the true reading is preserved only in 
the Southern recension.1 An instance of this is 1. 214. 5. The Vulgate reads 
(B. 1. 222. 5): 

ardent ot Aaesrttent AEN | 

efgent qrarestrarenht a saftey hi 

Nilakantha’s gloss is: qt eqetent qeea meitsfrrarey | Far, Fevary | 

The stanza has been translated by Manmath Nath Dutta as follows: 
“Having obtained him as their king, they obtained a monarch who was de- 
voted to the study of the Vedas, who was a performer of great sacrifices, and 
who was the protector of all good works.” Protap Chandra Roy’s transla- 
tion reads similarly : “ And the subjects having obtained Yudhisthira as their 
king, obtained in him one that was devoted to the study of the Vedas, one 
that was a performer of great sacrifices, and one that was the protector of all 
good people. ” 

But the translations of both these scholars are generally free and arbi- 
trary. As it stands, the stanza can be translated only as follows : 

“They, (ie. the people) obtain for a king, one who studied Brahma 
(para), employed the Vedas in a great sacrifice, and protected the blessed 
words.” 

This pedestrian stanza will satisfy most people as it has satisfied a long 
succession of critics, commentators and translators in the past. About it one 
can only say that there are worse stanzas in the Mahabharata. Only a reader 
endowed with a fine sensibility and critical acumen will feel that there is 
something amiss here. We are face to face with the danger of acquiescing 
in a sense which might satisfy us, but which would not have satisfied the an- 
cient writer. The Northern variants do not offer much help ; even the Sarada 
and K manuscripts have substantially the same readings. Jt would, conse- 
quently, not be easy to reconstruct from this sad wreck of a Dipaka, the epi- 
gtammiatic original, which is preserved intact only in the Southern recension, 
which the constituted text here follows (1. 214. 5): 


1 For examples from another parvan, see Litpers, Grantharecension, pp. 52 ff. 
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areteré 9 Ra metene AETOTET: | 
seed get aot SRI af wafer At 
_No glosses, translations, exegetical notes, and such other accessories are 
necessary for the elucidation of this stanza; for it is self-luminuous. The 
correctness of the Southern reading is confirmed by the very next stanza (1. 
214. 6), which is also an epigrammatic period of the same type : 


aaftrgrradtt eet: crore af: | 
weqarferst i] 

It should thus seem that the infidelities of the Southern recension are 
confined mainly to a tendency to inflation and elaboration. In parts unaffect- 
ed by this tendency, [47] it is likely to prove, on the whole, purer, more con- 
servative and more archaic than even the best Northern version. The 
Southern variants, therefore, deserve the closest attention and most sympa- 
thetic study. 

After this brief survey of the interrelationship between the two recensions, 
we shall proceed to the consideration of the various provincial versions, into 
which each of the recensions breaks up. 


CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AND THEIR 
MANUSCRIPTS. 
THE ARCHETYPE y ~ 
The Sarada Version. 

The archetype v comprises the two versions : Sarada and “K", 

The Sérada version is represented in our critical apparatus by the frag- 
mentary codex S,, belonging to the Bombay Government Collection (No, 159 
of 1875-76), which seems to be the only extant genuine representative of the 
old version of Kaémir. The manuscript, which is undated, may be three to 
four centuries old. For reasons which will appear in the sequel, I have made 
the Sarad4 version the norm to follow. 

The text of the Adi (as of other parvans of the Mahabharata) according 
to the different printed editions, as is well-known, varies considerably, not 
merely as regards the readings, but also as regards the extent. The length 
of the Adi, according to the Calcutta edition, as already observed, is esti- 
mated to be about 8460 “stanzas”, of the Bombay edition, 8620; of the 
Madras edition (ie. Sastri’s Southern Recension) 9984 (according to 
Sasrrt’s data), of the Kumbhakonam edition 10889.* Now, in a statement 
following the colophon (or forming part of the long colophon)' of our Sarada 
manuacript, the length of its text is given as 7984 in a stanza cited from the 

4% This is the figure given in Lexe’s edition of the text with Marathi tranala- 
tion (Wai, Saka 1818). 
® See the volume of Index etc., Descriptive Contents, p. 4. 
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Parvasarhgraha ; cf. the accompanying facsimile of fol. 155 a of the SaradA 
codex, To judge by the amount of textual matter which an average folio of 
the fragmentary Saradé codex holds, this estimate of its extent appears to be 
approximately correct.* Assuming then that to be the length of the Sarada 
version, it becomes the shortest known version of the Adi, and may, there- 
fore, appropriately be called the fextus simplicior, 

While it is the shortest extant version, it is a demonstrable fact that it 
contains relatively little matter that is not found, at the same time, in all 
other versions of both recensions. It is clear, therefore, that it must contain, 
relatively, less spurious matter than any other known version. That is pre- 
cisely the main reason why it is taken as the norm for this edition. 

Since our codex (S,) is fragmentary, it must be considered a piece of 
singularly good fortune that there has been preserved at least one nearly com- 
plete Devanagari manuscript of the Adi, namely, India Office No. 2137, that 
may, as will presently be shown, be used, without hesitation, to supplement 
the missing portions, since it undoubtedly is a moderately trustworthy, 
though comparatively late and slightly contaminated and incorrect transcript 
of a Sarada exemplar. 

{48} Further particulars of the Sarad4 version will be found under the 
account of the “ K” version. 

The accompanying facsimile of a page of the Sarad& codex (fol. 155a) 
contains the end of the Adi and the beginning of the Sabha. The Parvasarh- 
graha stanza, mentioned above, giving the extent of the Adi, will be found 
in lines 2-3 of the facsimile. 

The “ K” Version. 

This version, as already explained, is a specific Devanagari version, 
closely akin to the Garad4 version and clearly differentiated from the (so- 
called) Devanagari version. 

The affinity of the manuscripts comprising this version is illustrated by 
the following concordant readings, selected at random. The references are to 
adhydyas and élokas. 

1.2 Ko. ae aaffat: rest ( mostly ) senda, 

1,8 KV, dtagifrera : others ag 3°, ate’, aa:. 

1.49 K V, Bim deeds: others dgaam’, afeeq aa.” 
1,51 XK fiagon: : rest ( mostly ) aeitfior. 

1,192 Kos qerarara: : rest greater, 

2.76 K agrnwe oat : rest ( mostly ) agmt = aghrat. 
4.10 K “qeepen: : rest “Ge-aer:, 


{Actual counts of the critical text give 7964} Slokas of 32 syllables each.) 
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8.2 KD, greet adisam: : others g7é areiirarr, gre aiitswra, 


ete, 

8.16 K oqedis® : others wea®, etc. 

10.2 K Drs (by transp.) ate yori eat : rest Eat ade gar, 

13,1 K Dys met : rest ager. 

13. 25 K Dys ara’: : others argftr:, etc. 

17.9 K Dg aah aTANee: : others aTaRRInAR:, etc. 

19.4 K Dag aed ageree: aetiniiteth : others erhe ayareeeiaret: 

wand, etc. 

24.1 KD, frank : rest om. g. 

24.14 K Dos erg: + rest ETT. 

55.8 K gm: : others, a. 

55. 35 K aaaad : rest qouaiet. 

56. 14 K ear: rest aaa. 

57.2 K aatda: rest dearer. 

57.8 K Ds tag ; others guy, etc. 

57.43 K Dy Mery: rest 

58.3 KD, safremit : rest eaftent. 

58. 40 K Dy amt: rest dfnit, 

59. 29 K D, friar: others arqq:, etc. 

60.6 KN, D, am: garg waa: ( by transp. ): rest oteg SET: gem. 

60. 52 K thyq: rest dane:. 

62.6 KD, wd aerate : rest watt oe, 

64. 29 K. D, aaa : rest orm, 

67. 30 K D, fart eat ora : others faftrarey act arg, etc. 

{49} 68, 69 K Dy eqear (or “eat ) : rest arm. 

71.41 KD; aa: rest fas, 

74.7 Kalone transp. §ant: and gard: 

76, 33 K. Dy ePfafevet ; rest aaeqat, 

150. 18 K #Tweq: rest fame; etc., etc, etc. 

Further examples of the concordant readings of the K version will be 
found below. 

It was remarked above that K, (= India Office 2137) was a manuscript 
of Kaémiri origin, exhibiting specially near affinities with $,, so much 90 that 
K, may be regarded as a copy of some Sarada original. The Kaémiri charac- 
ter of K, was already fully recognized by Profesor Lipers, who hai utiliz- 
ed it in the preparation of his specimen? of a critical edition of the epic men- 


1 Druckprobe einer kritischen Ausgabe des Mohdbhérate, Leipzig 1908, 
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tioned above, although he had no genuine representative of the Kaémiri or 
S&rada version to compare it with. 

The affinity between S, and K, is documented by a mass of readings, of 
which the following (selected at random) will serve as illustrations. The re- 
ferences are to adhdyas and élokas.* 


27. 15 $, Ky gtee: : rest sera: ( synonym ! ). 

28, 24 SK, aa: : rest agi. 

29. 4 Si Ky omy arto : others oat, etc. 

30. 7 $, Ki site: others sftumat, sum, dom, eta, etc. (original 
hypermetric ! ). 

31. 6 SK, dae: (corrupt) : others fives: dace, etc. 

87. 25 Si Ky efteroa: fren fale (corrupt) : others cfireq: sererar 


etc. 
$, Ky Fat derarae : others a at wT aTHE, etc. 


42.7 
44. 2 $, Ky ware: others ag, aa, ait, etc. 
45, 5 $i Ky erreat : rest: ergy ( synonym ). 


45. 19 SK, aetfed : others waft, etc. 

131.3  $, Ky sana, ( corrupt )* rest qyvas, 

131.13 $, Ky We: rest Te, 

154. 24S, Ky sngpat : rest atrferat ( original has double crasis ! ), 

206.3 $1, Ky qwat: (corrupt ?) : rest apr: ( Gi sam: ). 

218. 48S, K; aeqafeeat ae ( = 47°) ; rest FR: xsi BEET. (or “e). 

The above are examples of concordant readings of S, and K,. As instan- 
ces of adhyaya division and numbering may be pointed out that adhy. 42-44 
and 46 of the constituted text (comprising adhy. 46-48 and 50 of the Vul- 
gate) are numbered in §, K, 54-56 and 59 respectively, and are so number- 
ed in no other manuscript hitherto collated; further, after only the third 
stanza of our adhy. 40, both manuscripts (6, K,) interpolate the figure 51, 
$, marginally inserting, at that place, an additional colophon : gariradviteq- 
arnentear:, Likewise, after 1,165.34, S, K, insert, an additional colophon, 
mot found in any other manuscript. 

Among “additional” passages peculiar to $, K, may be mentioned 
1735*. 
K, is, however, by no means, a direct copy 6,. There are numerous 
discrepancies between them. Notably, there is a big lacuna in K, in adhy. 
47-48, where 6, is intact. {50} Again at 1. 107. 26; 154. 10, 11; 175. 4 and 
other places : 6,, which generally omits the verbs gary (resp. ay ) in 
the ehort prose formulae of reference to the speaker, does show these verbs, 





1 It should be noted that §, begins only at 1. 26. 10, 
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while they are lacking in K, ; 1. 208. 14 is an exception where both §, and 
K, have gqyq, 6, K, exhibit also numerous minor differences in their read- 
ings ; e.g. 1. 36, 22 ; 38. 21, 36; 41. 20; 46. 11; 98.9; 125. 3, 16; 128. 2; 
138. 24; 195. 11; 200.3. After 1. 144. 17, $, has a colophon which is miss- 
ing in K,, 

These agreements and differences show that while S, and K, are closely 
akin, their text is not identical. Neither $, nor K, is a direct copy of the 
other. They are independent witnesses, a circumstance which adds greater 
weight to their arguments. 

I shall now cite some readings (also selected at random) which $, shares 
with the K version, 8, and K standing together against all other manuscripts 


(barring, of course, conflated specimens). The references are to adhyayas and 
$lokas. 


28. 18 SK oqeda: rest mata, 

29. 1 SK adt seqatt apr: rest sega RT 

32, 3 SK cart: rest Mev, 

32, 12 $,K ar: rest ®, 

33, 20 SK °qeqa ( Ks Rewd ) : rest “gee. 

36. 21 SK Ds af& one: rest fenton. 

38. 2 $,K Dy gatsrqmn : rest ga: ETT, 

38. 14 $,K aonftaa: rest eared, 

42.7 SK &rret a 

94. 31 $,K D, vetenit: others aertat, 7 PN, etc, 
94. 93 $,K aftama: rest adam. 

118.1 S$, K qar ff: : rest fatwa:. 

124. 23 SK Ds Rae: : rest age, 

128. 12 SK D, anmeqrmaget : rest amftceae” ( double crasis ! ), 
128,15 SK D, eq: : others aterct, arnif, etc. 

142. 23 $ K ganeat arg aterm: others apr: areriy, etc. 
155.13 $,K ga: Raege: rest a ¢ Ga. 

162.6 $K atsarqei: rest om. w:, 

163.7 $,K Des “Shad: others %& wh, etc. 

168.3 S: KD; afta: rest aa, 

169, 18 $, KD, & aa: state : others 3 wgeata:, etc. 
170.9 $ KD, adatty acm: : rest adetererté. 

177.5 SK D, safer: : rest aan: 

181. 37 SK Dis Ba Sfad: others “Ssitmewh, etc. 

181. 40 S: KD, miter dhere: : others angi: srfreet ; etc., etc. 
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These concordances are sufficient for postulating the archetype v, com- 
prising the versions Garada and K, a hypothesis which will be confirmed by 
further agreements which are mentioned below. 


The K version, though comprising manuscripts akin to each other and 
clearly distinguishable from those of the Devanagari version, is by no means— 
as is natural—quite homogeneous. Only K,, represent the version K in a 
comparatively pure form, while the [51] remaining manuscripts of the group 
(ie. Kj) are really nothing more than misch-codices, being conflated either 
with y or with S. On the other hand, just owing to this conflation, some of 
the other composite Devanagari manuscripts (particularly D,,) have so many 
features in common with K, that they may as well be separated from D and 
classed under K. 

The contamination of K,-, with y is illustrated by the following passages : 
No. 14 of App. I (found in K, marg., and N V, B D ) ; No, 41 (in K,., and 
Bz. V; B D except D,) ; No. 42-43 (in K,,, and N V, B D except D,). K, 
includes passage No. 61 (of App. I) and 1131*, like N B D. The contami- 
nation of K,.,¢ with y is illustrated by 116%, 119%, 122", 124*, 125*, 128", 
132*, 137%, 139*, 142*, 143°, 144*, 145*, 151*, 157*, 160", 162%, 166%, 167*, 
168*, 172*, 173%, 189*, 190*, 191*, 221%, 228", 245%, 281*, 305%, 354", 
372", 405%, 416*, 417%, 438", 487%, 490*, 523*, 536", 564*, 692°, 694", 
824", 1000*, 1035°, etc., etc. 

The contamination of K,., with S is exemplified by' the following among 
other facts. K,., contain 22*, K,, 25*, K, 49*, K, (suppl. fol.) passage No. 55 
(125 lines) and No. 100 (118 lines), of App. I. : all of these are Southern 
passages, 

K,.4, moreover, contain the Brahma episode" in adhy. 1 (a slippery pass- 
age, which migrates from place to place), while K,, have found place even 
for the venerable elephant-headed GaneSa, who is unquestionably a late Nor- 
thern intruder. In K, these interpolations are written out on separate folios 
(called here sjyq), and inserted at appropriate places, which shows the in- 
terpolations on the high road to recognition as genuine parts of the Mahi- 
bharata. 

Important omissions which distinguish y (really only §, K,.,) from all 
other manuscripts are these : 

(i) the adhyaya giving a naive account of the birth of DubSali (Bom, 
adhy. 116), which uncommonly looks like being an afterthought (App. I, 
No. 63) ; 

(ii) a passage of about 25 lines describing how Drona’s son Aévatthaman 
is given flour mixed with water, which he drinks in the belief that it is milk 
(App. I, No. 75); 


1 See notes on passage No. 1 of App, I. 
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(iii) an adhy. (Bom, adhy. 139), in which there is an incidental allusion 
to the installation of Yudhisthira as Yuvaraja" and which is repetitious and 
incoherent (App. I, No. 80) ; 

(iv) the so-called polity of Kani(n)ka, Kani(n)kaniti (Bom. adhy. 
140), which is a replica (naturally with many additions, omissions and vari- 
ant readings) of the advice given by Bharadvaja (apparently a gotra name 
of this very individual) to Satrurhjaya, and duly communicated by Bhisma to 
Yudhisthira in the Santi (App. I, No. 81) ; 

(v) the crossing of the Ganges by the Pandavas (Bom. adhy. 149), a 
superfluous adhydya, which only serves to confound the already confused 
geography of the narrative (App. I, No. 85). 


These five passages are found in all manuscripts collated except $, Ky, 
but it is worthy of note that even apart from their omission in v the docu- 
mentary evidence with regard to at least two of them, is confused and 
unsatisfactory. Na. v (crossing of the {52} Ganges) is inserted in different 
groups of manuscripts at different points of the text. In No. iv (Kanikaniti), 
on the other hand, most of the Southern manuscripts repeat, after the inter- 
polation, the immediately preceding portion of the original, apparently in 
order to restore the context broken by the intrusion of extraneous matter.? 

Of important additions in v, I can recall only one, that of an adhyaya 
of 42 lines, at the very end of the Adi (added probably as an Appendix), 
which is a variant, abbreviated version of the Svetaki interpolation. It is 
found only in §, K,;, and therefore cannot even be said to be characteristic 
of the whole of v (App. I, No. 121). Instances of small additions are 
Nos, 349%, 449*, 451*, 516*, 565*, etc. etc. found in K with or without some 
Devanagari manuscripts ; while 969", 1855*, 2077*, etc., are found in S, K, 
with or without some Devanagari manuscripts : all these passages are miss- 
ing in B. S. 

That $, and K are not identical but independent (though allied) sources, 
may be concluded, for example, from 449*, 452*, 491*, 492*, 516*, 565", 
750*, 866° etc., which are found inserted in some or all manuscripts of the 
K version, but which are conspicuous by their absence in S, (sometimes 
with K,). 

It was remarked above that v is the shortest of the extant versions of 
the Adi. Let us examine, without bias, this feature of v. Those passages 
that are lacking in v in comparison with the other versions, cannot aif be 
omissions in v whether accidental or intentional. 


3 Cf. remarks of HowtzmaNn, Dex Mahabharata, 2, 33. 

a The reason of these repetitions has been explained by Jacopi, Due Ramé- 
Jena, p, 34, with reference to the Ramayana. The same explanation is applicable 
here, mutatis mutandis. 
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They cannot be intentional omissions, notwithstanding that these missing 
passages are mostly of inferior character, intrinsically worthless, repetitious, 
superfluous, or finally such as scholars have already (even before the discovery 
of this version) marked as likely interpolations. For, this S4radA (Ka&miri) 
version of the Adi is not an abstract or an adaptation. It claims to be the 
unabridged text itself, in all its fullness, and I see no sufficient reason to 
doubt the @ priori presumption that it is not an abridged version. 


The explanation that primarily with the very cbject of excising what 
seems to us to be superfluous or repetitious matter, and abridgement might 
have been intentionally made in the past by some Kaémiri redactor or a 
syndicate of redactors, would be a grotesque distortion of Indian literary 
and religious tradition. No one in the past found the epic text too long, 
Far from it. It was perhaps not long enough. 

Taking away something from the received text of the Mahabharata and 
passing it off as the original work is a thing categorically different from 
adding something to it. To add small details here and there, embellishing 
and amplifying the original, would be merely a gentle and lowly service 
ad majorem gloriam dei. Even long pieces may sometimes be added, if 
they are actually found in other Mahabharata manuscripts ; and occasionally, 
even if they are not found in the current manuscripts, provided there is at 
least oral tradition to support their claims. 


{53} No doubt the received text contained difficulties and obscurities 
and repetitions. But they would be merely due to cormuptions of the text ; 
the difficulties could be solved and the purpose of the repetitions explained by 
a really leamed Pandit, who knows and understands everything. 

That the omissions cannot be the result of a preconceived plan to shorten 
or to improve the text, follows further from two other facts : firstly, enough 
digressions and superfluities still remain in v, which would have all been 
swept away in pursuance of the alleged plan ; and, secondly, » has its own 
interpolations, albeit they are few in number and short in extent, such 
as 349" (in K V, Da D,y), 451" (K D,), 516* (K except K, Dn D,), 
565* (K except K,), 1499* (S, K D,), 1735* (S, K, only), 1855* 
(S, K N,), 2077* (S, K except K, and §,.3 V, Dz.;), ec. 

While these so-called “omissions” cannot be all intentional, they can 
also not be all accidental. The text is continuous and complete in itself. 
It has no apparent lacunae, as it surely would have had, if the omissions 
had been due to fortuitous Ices or destruction of some intermediate folios of 
@ parent manuscript. 


2 Ci. HoLtzMaNnn, Des Mahabharata, 2. 33, on adhy. 139 of the Vulgate; 
or the surmises of various scholars regarding the Ganeda episode (for literature 
ee the next footnote). 
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It may further be pointed out that many of the apparent “ omissions” 
of v, in relation to y or the Vulgate (ic. Nilakantha’s text) are confirmed 
by the rival recension, the Southern recension; eg. the Ganesa episode 
(App. I, No. 1), or the anticipation of the list of the hundred sons of 
Dhrtaragtra (No. 41), or again the story of the birth of Abhimanyu (No. 42), 
or finally the anticipation of the story of the birth of Kama (No. 43) in 
the Sarhbhavaparvan. These passages are omitted in S no less than in K. 

In these instances, moreover, the intrinsic probability is wholly on the 
side of those manuscripts that lack these accretions. It is unnecessary to 
dilate on the Ganeéa episode, which, on the face of it, is a later addition, 
and which has been dealt with so often by different critics? As for the 
two passages, Nos. 42-43 of App. I, it is sufficient to observe that the adhydya 
in which they occur is meant to be a mete list of the dramalis personae, in 
which each aktor in the great drama is identified as the incarnation of some 
god, goddess, or titan, taking this or that patt in one momentous phase of 
an all-embracing cosmic movement. The adhydya being originally a mere 
(metrical) Hst (as it is in the constituted text and the Southern revension),* 
such storids as the account of the birth of Abhimanyu and Karna are wholly 
out of place here, and could not possibly have belonged to the original 
scheme of the adhyaya. The contrary supposition only stultifies the original 
writer, making him out to be an irresponsible lunatic, scarcely a desirable 
conclusion from the orthodox view-point. 

Likewise: many of the apparent omissions in v in relation to the Southem 
recension are confirmed by other Northern versions; eg. the anticipation 
of the birth of Krsn4 and Dhrstadyumna (App. I, No. 79), or the Najayani 
episode (No. 100), or the account of a battle between the Kauravas and 
the Pandavas (No. 103), which are peculiar to S. In other words, these 
“omissions” are documented by the whole of N. 

{54} One notable feature of v to which 1 must now draw attention is its 
frequent agreement with S against y, especially in the matter of isolated and 
even unimportant readings, scattered throughout this parvan. I shall cite 
a few (out of the hundreds of possible) instances to exemplify this interesting 
and important characteristic of v. The readings of conflated manuscripts 
which serve only to confuse the issue, have been ignored ; the references are, 
ag usual, to the adhydya and éloka, 


1.138 KV S geet (Text): BD gyad, 

1.144 KS qved gaat: BD noveratd. 

1.208 KS wen weit fa: : Vi BD usaagél aq: 
1 Winramni7z, JRAS, 1898, 3804, ; Venkatachellam Iver, Notes of a Study 
Pp. 234, 28ff.; LOpeRS, Deutsche Literaturseitmg, 1929, 1143f, Particularly 
WInTERNITZ, Ind. Amt, 1898, 77 ff. 


2 See adhy. 58 of Sasrri’s Adiparvan in the Southern Recension. 
Bea 
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20. 2 KS feat fqeraqet ( hypermetric !) others faqorent Raat, etc. 
21.10 KS ‘aa°: Nv, BD (mostly) ‘am’, 
26.9 KS adtwaftatet : N Vi BD ( mostly ) agxwesita( or ft i. 
34.13 S$, KS serena agat: : NV, BD (mostly) afieait ath, 
37.5 $,KS afm: Nv, BD ( mostly) wird. 
39.16 $.KS qenteranm: Nis Vi BD ened saw 2, 
41.17 SK Sq: Ne Vi BD ae. 
64.10 K S enbe ad (or ate ) em: eat: afte ag: NV BD 
{ mostly ) eafta carrgeerera ayferea:. 
68.14 KS aemferrta : NV, BD ( mostly ) srerbaraoren, 
76.22 KS gtr: NBD ( mostly) Ra: gar. 
77.4 KS ai: NBD (mostly) get. 
94.12 $,K Saddam : NV, BD ( mostly) qaacttsa, 
100.6 $ KS qt: N..V; BD ( mostly) anf. 
119.8 S,KS mm mepe (irregular): N,. 5 BD ay arefteet (regular ). 
138.17 KS sraeernt fae : Ni. Vi BD ade arenent. 
141.4 $, KS gd& agent : NV, BD ( mostly ) gin oget &. 
142. 18 $. KS sget: : NV, BD ( mostly ) cea. 
143, 38S, KS favor ners : NV, BD sfadter sere. 
159. 20 SK S fief gt: : N,V. BD aftenem:, 
176.5 KSgeren: : NV, BD ( mostly) ampere, --- 
182.9 S$. KS anttga: aetat oa: : Nis Vi BD cengt aeteenett. 
187, 20 K Saaenortann : NV BD cmtedt ot, 
189.23 SS KSamm: NViBD yaa. 
193.1 SKS fran: NBD Mataiz. 
196.4 &KNS ag: Nis Vi BD ag, 
199.125, KN, S @aftqary: N,. . BD aay, 
199.19 KN, Swate: %.,V BD ant, 
Such extensive agreements in petty verbal details must necessarily be, 


in the main, an original inheritance, and could never be, in their totality, the 
tesult of contamination or conflation, as one may vaguely imagine they are 
because to acheive them would necessitate more expenditure of energy than 
an ancient Indian redactor or reciter or commentator of the epic would 
bargain Tor. And even if one or the other of them had the requisite amount 
{55] of energy to use in this way, it would appear to him to be a ludicrous 
waste of it. We in the present century are apt to get nervous and irritable 
over misprints and varige lecliones. But an ancient Indian scribe, redactor 





1 Note that the fragmentary SdradA codex begins at 1. 26. 10. 
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or even commentator, not to speak of the common reciter (pafhaka)—if I 
read aright Indian literary history—was not perturbed in the least by a little 
difference in wording or in sequence, especially if the variant did not give 
an appreciably better or appreciably worse sense. The enormous and com- 
plicated critical apparatus assembled here, moreover, can leave us in no 
doubt as to the attitude of the custodians of the epic tradition towards 
paltry verbal details : it was that of total indifference. 

Addition or omission of passages is, I may add, a variation of an entirely 
different order. If a reciter or commentator came across, in another manus- 
cript, an additional passage, there was every chance of his copying it down 
somewhere, either in the margin of his own copy, or on a supplementary 
folio ; for there would be, in his mind, always present the possibility that 
the passage in. question was some part of the original that his own manus- 
cript had unaccountably lost. How else. forsooth, could .the passage get 
into the other manuscript ? 

In my opinion, therefore, this fact of the concord between y and S in 
small details, coupled with the almost entire lack of agreement as regards 
the additions peculiar to v or S, is the strongest argument imaginable for the 
independence of these two versions, and consequently for the primitive char- 
acter of their concordant readings. It is needless to point out that this is a 
factor of supreme importance for the reconstruction of the original. 

The text of v is throughout of suchi a character as to inspire confidence. Its 
conservatism is proved by its preserving archaisms and the lectio diffcilior 
(eg. opfigets 1. 2. 144 5 gers 2. 2. 177, 189 ; ayaa adv. “ frankly” 1. 10. 6; 
arre 1. 98. 13; agg 1. 98. 18), often in a corrupt form, while other manus- 
cripts have discarded them in favour of modern forms or easy paraphrases. 
It is well known that, for purposes of textual reconstruction, the mechanical 
corruptions of a stupid but faithful copyist are to be preferred to the intel- 
ligent copying of a lees faithful one. 


Again, v is often the only version that has preserved the correct reading : 


eg. 1. 2, 102: 
tet eet ee! 
aTcaTATa atedtaisarcen Tataat TT | 
gait wat ga Gaeta TeSART IN; 
where the Nee version reads (1.3.138 f.): 
ai sited atftartary | 
AUS: Ti Rerany ll 
aCaeTS aredtsaeaT a) 
Gata cat Ga aera Wea I; 
2 Devabodba paraphrases the word with agtagear, 
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while SastRr’s reading is (1. 2. 108f.): 


{56} It is Draupadi who, like a canoe, rescues the P&gdavas, who were 
submerged in the ocean of the dice-play. The correctness of the text reading, 
which is based on that of K, is proved by a stanza in the Sabha (B. 2. 72. 
3)*, which is the source of our stanza : 


agassafa anrnasias Pers | 
rene ceggare Ale TTETETT Ul 


Compare also the following three versions of 1. 166. 23 (=B. 1. 176. 27; 
M.z 1, 174, 29): 


K, S, V, B D=Vulgate | | y= Text Southern Recension 
s rat oftserz = nib dirt arate: i pest bell vat ast 
aarert wargeny | 
i its ani Some ier sive : ellen 
afeaer aqrert: Stata wafer: 1 SENT pity ( 





Obviously, the stumbling block was erafq of the constituted text, which 
is a lect, diff. ; here it means “ forgotten”, a meaning cited in our dictionaries 
generally as an uncommon meaning given only by Indian lexicographers ! 
Unless one here assumes v to be original, it is impossible to explain this 
divergence of v, y and S, both of which give a possible though weak sense. 

An unbiassed comparative survey of the different versions leads one to 
the conclusion that the Sarada (Kaémiri) version is certainly the best North- 
em version, and probably, taken as a whole, the best extant version’ of the 
Adi, a conclusion not based on abstract considerations, but one that may be 
verified inductively and pragmatically. As is natural, this version is, not by 
any means, entirely free from corruptions and interpolations. These must be 
carefully corrected and controlled with the help of the other versions, parti- 
cularly of those of the rival recension. 


SusB-RECENSION y. 


This sub-recension comprises the four versions : Nepali, Maithili, Ben- 
gali and Devanagari, and is represented by a very large number of manu- 


* 1See now Crit. Ed. 2.64.3.) 
1 Cf, Lipers, Deutsche Literaturzeitusig, 1929, 1141: “ Das ist um so mehr 
au begriissen, ala die KaSmiri-Version den relotiv altesten Text des Epos bietet.” 
(italics mine !) 
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scripts ; it is, in fact, the most numerous group. Instances of reading which 
distinguish y from v S, have been adduced above (p. Liv), to show the agree- 
ment between » and $ against y. The versions comprising this sub-recension 
have, moreover, quite a considerable number of “additional” passages in 
common, which clearly differentiate it from other versions. Noteworthy is 
the substitution of a lengthy passage of 56 lines (App. I, No. 61) for 1. 105. 
4-7, giving a detailed account of the marriage of Pandu with Kunti and 
Madri. This detailed account is obviously secondary. On no other supposi- 
tion can one, it seems to me, account for the circumstance that 6, Ky, and 
S should agree in having a short version for the episode for which K, N B D 
substitute a considerably longer and more elaborate version, both versions 
being embedded in a portion of descriptive text with minimal variation. For, 
while it is inconceivable that two (more or less) independent groups of manus- 
cripts such as 6, K,., and S could arrive at the same short account independ- 
ently of each other, it is, at the same time, extremely improbable that either 
group (8, K,., or S) should have copied the short summary from the other, 
discarding altogether its own original detailed account. 


{57] The secondary intertelationship of the various versions comprising 
subrecension y is documented sufficiently clearly by their having in commen 
quite a large number of lengthy passages which are missing in v S, and which, 
on independent (intrinsic)' grounds, have been or may be declared spurious. 
The following passages, given in App. I, are instances of such interpolations : 

(1) No, 12 (N,2 V, B D), a dupticate and superfluous description of 
the ocean, a similarly worded description having occurred only in the preced- 
ing adhyaya ; 


(2) No. 14 (K, N V, B D except D,, D, on suppl. fol.), a short Purd- 
nic story relating how Siirya resolves to burn the world down, whereupon 
Garuda, at Brahma's behest, brings his brother Aruna, over the east that he 
might act as SGrya’s charioteer, shielding the world from the heat of the 
enraged Sun—a digression suggested by the casual mention of Arupa in 
adhy, 14; 

(3) No. 41 (Ky. Nea Vi B D except D,), a list of the hundred sons 
of Dhrtaragtra—an anticipation of adhy. 108, whose occurrence here (like 
that of the two following interpolations in the same adhydya), as has been 
explained above, is obviously contrary to the original plan of the adhydya ; 

{4) No. 42 (K,., N V, B D except D,), an account of the scene which 
was enacted in heaven before the birth of Abhimanyu, a story which is really 
meant to explain the mystery of his premature death ; 

(5) No, 43 (K, N V, B D except D,), the open secret of the mysteri- 
ous birth of Karga, which is an anticipation of adhy. 104 ; and, finally, 

(6). No. 81, lines 193-230 (K, N V, B D T,), meant to be a summary 
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of the Jatugrha episode, which is, however, @ garbled and incoherent version 
of the original story. 

. The view that v and y may-stand in genetic relation to each other does 

not receive much support from the facts of the case. Neither v nor y can be 
derived from the other. Each possesses original features that the other lacke, 
as is evidenced by their alternate agreement with S, even in the matter of 
petty verbal details, All these coincidences need not, of course, be original. 
Some could be indeed secondary changes, made independently in the same 
direction ; others again may possibly be explained as the result of contami- 
nation, There will remain still an obstinate residue of agreements between 
y and S, or between y and S, that must be set down as the expression of the 
ultimate connection of the respective concordant versions through the lost 
original source. 
_ Contamination between v and y, owing to the contiguity of the areas in 
which the respective versions were current, was inevitable, and must, in any 
case, be assumed to have existed ; on the other hand, contamination between 
y and S cannot be altogether denied. 

Particularly interesting is a small group of passages of doubtful character, 
to which reference has already been made. These are certain passages that are 
common to y and S, and are missing in §, K,_; only ; in other words, they are 
found in all manuscripts collated except S, K,..; for example, the Kanika- 
niti. There is usually other evidence against the passages. ‘Thus the second- 
ary character of the Kanikaniti is quite unexpectedly confirmed ; firstly, by 
the illogical repetition in certain Southern manuscripts (T, G,.,.,) of two 
preceding adhyayas (129-130); and, secondly, from the fact there is no 
reference to the Kanikaniti in Ksemendra’s Bharatameaijati, in the Javanese 
version, as also in Devabodha’s [58] commentary. It may, of course, happen 
that in particular cases there is no collateral (confirmatory) evidence of this 
character available ; e.g. in the puerile account of the birth of Dubala (App. 
I, No. 63), Here the evidence of documentary and intrinsic probability is 
almost equally balanced ; and documentary probability points in one direc- 
tion, while intrinsic probability points in the other. 

I have in such cases hesitatingly followed v (=S, K), taking into 
account, on the one hand, the superiority of v in general trustworthiness, and, 
on the other hand, the special characteristics of y and S, which are versions 
rather of the inclusive than of the exclusive type, prone to amplification and 
elaboration. Fortunately for us such cases are comparatively rare. 


‘The rejection, on the evidence of v alone, of the whole of the incoherent 
adhy. 139 of the Bombay edition (our App. I, No. 80), an adhyaya which 
contains only some needless repetition, besides minor absurdities, would not 
have called forth any comment from me, but for the fact that with its omis- 
sion disappears the only reference, I think, in the whole epic to this alleged 
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installation of Yudhisthira as heir apparent to the throne of Hastinapura. 
The Kagmiri version, which omits the entire adhyaya containing the reference, 
unexpectedly justifies the indignant outburst of HOLTZMANN (Das Maha- 
bharate, Bd. 2, p. 33) : “Geradezu Falschung ist es, wenn 1, 139, 1=5517 
behauptet wird, der blinde Dkytarashira habe mit Uebergehung seiner eigenen 
Sdhne den Yudhishthira zum Kronprinzen (yuvardja) ausrufen lassen.” One 
of the main objects in interpolating this adhydya seems to have been to exo- 
nerate Arjuna from the blame or sin of fighting with his own guru (Acdrya 
Drona) in the Great War, by making the Acdrya himself exact from his pupil 
in the presence of all his kinsfolk—for no reason that is adduced or can be 
seen—the solemn but senseless promise that he (Arjuna), when challenged, 
would not refuse to fight with Drona. Cf. B. 1. 139. 13: 


There is no reference to this alleged promise in the sequel. And originally 
a different solution of the dilemma was obviously imagined. To Arjuna's 
question (Gita 2, 4); 


we dtm det AGE 
pe byarectaar biel 


the reply of Bhagavan Sri Krsna is (Gita 2. 19, 32, 38) : 


a ot Sifts evant aakt wae gaz | 
sal at a Rete ard afta a wad 
ag Saft aed end 4 witeafet 1 
ae: Sena a a fee qTaeaTCETTE li 
Sees at gen eer scat | 
aat qarr graea Ad oreaarcentt 


[59] ARCHETYPE © 


This archetype is represented, in our critical apparatus, by the three 
closely allied versions Nepali, Maithili and Bengali; probably tcgether with 
Uriya (belonging to Orissa), of which version, however, no manuscripts were 
available for collation. 

The Nepah Version. 


The Nepali version is represented in our critical apparatus by the three 
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manuscripts §,, N, and N, The version is closely allied to the Bengali, 
with which the agreement of one or the other of the three manuscripts is al- 
Tost constant. That even the manuscripts of distant Nepal are not wholly 
free from contamination from some Southern source or sources (direct or in- 
direct) follows, for instance, from 224*, 263*, 819", 991", 998", 1096", 
1246", 1470*, 1569*, 1748*, 1768*, 1788*, 1828*, 1910*, 1957*, 21337, 
etc., etc. as also passage No. 112 of App. I—interpolations common to S and 
some of the Nepali manuscripts. One of these manuscripts (N,) happens to 
be the oldest of the dated manuscripts (AD. 1511) belonging to our critical 
apparatus." 


The Maithili Version. 


Of the Maithili version, which is the version of North Bihar, only one 
manuscript (V,) was collated for this edition. V, and K agree sporadically 
against all other manuscripts (cf. for instance, 1. 1. 8, 49, 162), but such 
agreements are few and far between, and it would not be safe to draw from 
them any far-reaching conclusion regarding the relationship of V, and K. As 
in 306*, 321*, 328*, 346*, 378*, 418°, 450*, 541*, V, agrees, on the other 
hand, with the typical Bengali-Devanagari group against all other manus- 
cripts, V, contains 1548*, a Southern passage, found otherwise only in Dn 
Dyas 


The Bengali Version. 


The Bengali version of sub-recension y was studied more carefully than 
either the Nepali or Maithili. The study of this version was facilitated by 
the extreme courtesy and kindness of Pandit Vidhushekhard BHATTACHARYA, 
who has, now for many years, kindly and unselfishly supervised the work of 
our collation centre at the Visvabharati, a centre organised by Professor M. 
WINTERNITZ, when he was residing at Bolpur as a Guest Professor in Rabindra- 
nath TAGorE’s University. With the co-operation of a select batch of advanced 
students, Pandit Vidhushekhara has been good enough to supply the Insti- 
tute regularly with carefully prepared collations of a Jarge number of valuable 
old Bengali manuscripts in the rich collection of the Visvabharati, as also 
of other manuscripts placed at his disposal by different Bengali Institutes 
and scholars, among the latter, my kind friend Professor Sushil Kumar Dez, 
of the University of Dacca. Of the large number of manuscripts thus collat- 
ed, ultimately five were selected for inclusion in the critical apparatus 


. I may mention here that, unfortunately, in the footnotes to the constituted 
text, towards the end of this volume, the diacritical mark of N has broken off in 
many places; but, on examining the passages carefully I found that the contest 
almost invariably shows whether one has to read N or RN. 

* [See now Epic Studies VII infra.) 
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of the edition. Notwithstanding considerable variation in these manuscripts 
as regards petty verbal details, the material appears sufficient to settle the 
text of this important version. 

{60} The Bengali version is closely allied to the Vulgate, but is un- 
questionably superior to the Jatter in so far that it is happily free from a large 
number of late accretions which encumber the Vulgate. Of such “ omis- 
sions”, exhibiting the superiority of the Bengali version, th: following will 
serve as illustrations : 

(1) The entire Brahma-GaneSa complex in adhy. 1, of which the 
Bengali version contains not the remotest trace. The spurious character of 
this passage has been discussed and demonstrated so often that it is unneces- 
sary to dilate upon it here 


(2) The short dialcgue of 8 lines (71*) between Paraéurama and the 
shades of his ancestors, in the beginning of adhy. 2, which is wholly unneces- 
sary here, and is, as a matter of fact, only an excerpt from a detailed des- 
cription of the principal Indian tirthas, which occurs in the Aranya (B. 3. 
83. 29 ff.).* 

(3) A short passage of only six lines (cf. App. I, No. 13), which 
Tepresents a somewhat fecble attempt (as unnecessary as it is unsuccessful) 
to fill out an apparent lacuna in the original? 


(4) A long interpolation (App. I, No. 78) of 119 lines in adhy. 138 
(Bom. ed.), which gives an inflated account of the defeat and the ultimate 
capture of Drupada by the Pandavas. It is one of the miniature Bharata- 
yuddhas—mere by-play for the benefit of the gallery—which expand and em- 
bellish the Southern recension and the Vulgate. The older version disposes 
of the battle in two lines, which, taking everything into consideration, is after 
all perhaps not a very inadequate treatment, as already remarked. 

(5) More than usual interest attaches to another omission in the Ben- 
gali version, which concerns a well-known and popular scene describing the 
discomfiture of Kama at Draupadi’s svayarhvara, which is commonly be- 
lieved to be one of the main reasons why he always entertained feelings of 
such deep and implacable hatred towards Krsna (Draupadi), and lost 
thereafter no opportunity to hurt and humiliate her, 

This passage deserves a detailed consideration. Ramesh Chandra Dutt, 
who had to make a very careful selection of the incidents of the epic in com- 
pressing the story, has made this scene the centre of his poetic account of 


2 Cf. p. Lm. footnote 1, above. 

* [See now Crit, Ed. 3.81.24 ff.) 

2 See F. Betioni-Fuurrt, “L'episodio di Kadri e di Vinata nell’ edizione 
critica del Mahabharata” (Traduzioni di epica indiana), published in the Ascoli 
Memorial Volume, Silloge Linguistica (Torino 1930}. 
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the marriage of Draupadi, and given a vivid rendering of the passage in 

his Epic of the Bharatas : 
“ Uprose Karna, peerless archer, proudest of the archers he, 
‘And he went and strung the weapon, fixed the arrows gallantly, 
Stood like Surya in his splendour and like Agni in his flame,— 
Pandu’s sons in terror whispered, Karna sure must hit the aim! 
But in proud and queenly accent Drupad’s queenly daughter said ; 
‘Monarch’s daughter, bom a Kshatra, Suta’s son I will not wed.’ 
Karna heard with crimsoned forehead, left the emprise almost done, 
Left the bow already circled, silent gazed upon the Sun!” 


The situation is, undoubtedly, full of dramatic possibilities. Just at the 
moment when the prize was going to be snatched away from the heroes of 
the epic by an upstart, [61] the brave little Draupadi comes to the rescue 
and snubs openly, in the presence of the assembled princes, the semi-divine 
bastard, the understudy of the Villain of the piece, the unwanted suitor, who 
thereupon withdraws discomfited ; and everybody breathes a sigh of relief. 
A tense scene ! 


Unfortunately, this melo-dramatic interlude, to judge by the documen- 
tary evidence, appears to be the handiwork of a very late Vydsaid, as it is 
found only in K, 8, Dn D,. ,. ;, that is, one manuscript of the K group, 
one Nepali manuscript, and three composite Devanagari manuscripts, besides 
the Nilakantha version! All of these are late and inferior or conflated manus- 
cripts. It is missing, on the other hand, not only in the Sarad& version and 
the Southern recension (as in the case of many of the interpolations of the 
Vulgate), but for once, also in the entire Bengali version ! 


It might seem a piece of sheer vandalism or perverseness to omit this 
seemingly beautiful little passage, which has won its way into people’s hearts, 
from any edition of the Great Epic of India, relying merely upon documen- 
tary evidence. A little reflection will, however, convince any one that the 
Joss to the epic is not as serious as one might, at first, suppose, since it is a 
palpably feked and thoroughly unreal situation. If one thinks about it at all, 
one fails to understand how Draupadi, who was, after all, then only an unexpe- 
tienced maiden in her teens, had recognized the King of Angas (whom she had 
probably never seen before) and known him for the son of a coachman, unfit 
to wed a princess, He had been invited by her father. At least he was 
given a seat of honour among the princes. He is specifically named by 
Dhrstadyumna among the suitors (1. 177. 4). Moreover, it does not appear 
as if the bride elect had much choice or voice in the matter, at the time of 
these elaborate and formal state functions notwithstanding that they were 
called svayartvareas. She had to wed any competitor who excelled in the 
particular proficiency test which had been arranged by her father or guardian. 
She was viryasulka ; she was given by her guardian to the highest bidder, 
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the price paid being heroism, or rather proficiency in marksmanship. This 


is quite evident from the words of Yudhisthira, addressed later to the Purchita 
of Drupada (1. 185. 23f.) : 


siege gata Tet aaa Hite aurgTeT | 

a as aig gen aan 4 stated a SS 3 TF I 
eda acta & at AIA seta Taha | 
Sd qerta arent Go Kran aeiaetertes Ul 


We accordingly find, as a matter of fact, that without murmur or hesitation, 
she follows an unknown and apparently undistinguished Brahman boy— 
Arjuna in disguise—who happens to have hit the mark. She does not know 
him from Adam, but she makes no inquiries about his status or lineage. 
Even if this were regarded as a case of romantic love at first sight for the 
handsome and heroic bowman (which it certainly is not), she never opens 
her lips when Yudhisthira proposes that she should be the common wife of 
the five brothers, which must have shattered her romance to smithereens, but. 
quietly submits to (what is made to appear) as a most unusual and un- 
natural, if not a shocking, proposal, and from which even her old father and 
brother recoil with perplexity and amazement. It seems to me, therefore, 
that the documentary evidence is amply supported here by intrinsic probabi- 
lity. 

{62} Examples of other important “omissions” in the Bengali version 
which distinguish it from the Devanagari are : 54*, 60°, 71", 152*, 171*, 274, 
277*, 689%, 1171*, 1205*, 1270", 1614* (proverbs, one of them being a 
citation from Manu), 1714* (a short list of sacred rivers), 1788*, 1827*, 
1841*, all of which occur in the Vulgate, but are missing in the Bengali 
version. 


Occasionally Bengali manuscripts agree in their readings with the South- 
em’ recension, standing in opposition to 6, K (with or without D); eg. : 
1,22 BS aa: K ( mostly ) D ( mostly ) fea. 
1.42 BS onematae: Koo-+4D (mostly ) ua @. 
7. 3 BD(mostly)Sqaq: K gerd, 
39. 10 B D ( mostly) S aa: : S$, K ( with a few D) gar, 
64.29 NBDS ama: K aad, etc., etc, etc. 
Other examples have been cited under the description of the K version. 
In these cases, I have, as a rule, given preference to the agreement bet- 
ween B and S, on the postulated principle of the originality of the agreement 
between independent versions, adopting in the constituted text, the concor- 
dant reading ; but owing to the circumstance, that sporadic contamination 
between B and S, as a whole, cannot be altogether denied and that there are, 
as a matter of fact, some Bengali manuscripts that stand, palpably, under 
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the influence of the Southern tradition, even in the matter of minor readings, 
it is impossible to be perfectly certain about the originality of a reading com- 
mon to B and S. I am, however, of opinion that the probability is always 
on the side of the concordant reading, though the evidence of this agreement 
may be rebutted by other considerations, such as intrinsic probability or the 
evidence of pertinent testimonia. 


The Devandgati Version. 


The Devanagari script plays in the Mahabharata textual tradition the 
important réle of being the commonest medium of the contamination of 
different Mahabharata versions. A Devanigari manuscript of the Maha- 
bharata may, in fact, contain practically any version or combination of ver- 

‘Of the four “ Devanagari” scholiasts whose commentaries were collated 
for the Adi, Arjunamisra is certainly an Easterner, and bases his commentary 
on the Bengali text ; Ratnagarbha appears to be a Southerner, and his text 
is evidently a blend between the Northern and the Southern texts; while 
Nilakantha is quite definitely a Westerner, though he seems to have written 
his commentary in Benares. The provenance of the fourth and the last 
commentator mentioned above cannot be determined with certainty ; but it 
might be surmised that Devabodha was a “Northerner”; in any case, his 
text (to judge by the Jemmata in his commentary) shows remarkable affinities 
with the North-western or Kaémiri version (v). 

Most of the Devanigari manuscripts, as already remarked, are eclectic 
on no recognizable principle : now they approach the Southern tradition (S), 
now the purer Northem (v). If any one were to maintain that just this 
composite text was the original, a patchwork of disjointed ancient passages, 
which had later split up into the Northern and Southern recensions (as might 
easily be implicitly assumed by the protagonist, say, of Nilakantha’s version), 
it would be a thesis difficult to substantiate. It [63] seems more natural to re- 
gard, as already observed, the Devanagari as a sort of “ vulgar” script (like 
the Latin, in Europe), the script understood by the savants all over India, 
into which many of the local versions were, from time to time, transcribed, 
a circumstance which facilitated contamination and conflation. 

It has bee:: mentioned above that the Devanagari version contains many 
more interpolations than even the Bengali. It would be no exaggeration to 
say that the Devanagari manuscripts, which are by far the most numerous 
of Mahabharata manuscripts, are, at the same time, the least important of 
them, with the possible exception of those of the adjoining version, Telugu. 


The Devanagari Version of Arjunamisra, 


This is in a sense a misnomer, because this Devangari version, as already 
remarked, is nothing but a Devandgari transcript of the Bengali version. 
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Instances of the concord of B and Da will be found under: 1. 4.6; 7. 13; 
8. 22; 10, 2; 11. 7; 26. 38; 33, 25f.; 111. 4; 141. 21; 143, 6; etc, ete, 

The name of the commentary is variously given as (Maha) Bharatartha- 
(pra) dipika and Bharatasarngrahadipika* The commentary on the different 
parvans has been handed down singly or in groups of a few parvans at a 
time. Complete manuscripts of the commentary are said to exist in Bengal, 
but even there they are not common. The manuscripts, which are written 
in Bengali or Devanagari characters, have various dates in the seventeenth 
or later centuries; the earliest hitherto reported date is V. Sarhvat 1676 
(ca. A.D, 1620). Arjunamisra, who styles himself Bharatacarya in the colo- 
phons of his commentary, was the son of Gina, who was a “ Reciter” 
(pathaka) or “ Prince of Reciters” (pathakaraja) of the Mahabharata, and 
who appears to have borne, like his son, the title Bharatécarya. Arjunamigra 
is cited by name by Nilakantha once in his commentary on the Mahabhdrata 
(ad B. 3. 291. 70) and was, therefore, certainly anterior to Nilakantha, who 
belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth century. Arjuna, in turn, mcn- 
tions, among his predecessors : Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Sandilya, Sarvajiia- 
Narayana (also known as Nardyana-Sarvajfia or merely Nariyana). He 
appears to have based his scholium closely on that of Devabodha, from whose 
commentary Arjuna often cites, verbatim long extracts, without specifically 
naming the source. Arjuna wrote also a commentary on the Purusasilkta, 
to which he himself refers in the Dipikd on B. 14. 25. 26. TELANG? surmises 
that he is posterior to the Vedantist Samkaracirya ; and HoLTzMANN* assigns 
him to the thirteenth or fourteenth century, both without mentioning any 
cogent reasons for their assumptions. Arjuna has treated the HarivarnSa as 
an integral part of the epic, elaborately defending this position ; his commen- 
tary, therefore, embraces the Harivarhéa also.« 


{64} Following the example of my predecessors, I have utilized Deva- 
nagarti manuscripts of his commentary and treated his version asa sub-division 
of the Devanagari version. The two Devandgari manuscripts utilized by me 
are, however, extremely corrupt. Moreover, the text they contain is evidently 
contaminated from the Vulgate, as proved by the glaring discrepancies that 
exist between the readings of the text and the Jemmata in the commentary 


1 See, for further details, Haraprasada SHastRi, A Descriptive Catalogue of 
Sanskrit Marmuscripts in the Coltections of the Asiatic Society of Bengal (Calcutta 
1928), Preface, pp. Ixixff., HOLTZMANN, Das Mohabharata, 3. 67 £.; and SUKTHAN- 
Kar, “ Arjunamiéra,” Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, p. 565 f. 

2 The Bhagavadgta (S, B. E. vol. 8), p. 204. 

8 Das Mahabharata, 3. 671. 

* Haraprasada SHASTRI, of, cit. p. xxxvi, wrongly assumes that it was Arjuna- 
misra who “boldly made the proposal of including the Harivarhéa 12,000” in the 
Mbh. This fact is already implied in the Parvasarhgrahs, which calls Harivashéa 
the Khila and includes it in the list of the 100 sub-parvans! 
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(e.g. 1, 1. 17, 22). This corruption of the Arjunamiéra manuscripts, I could 
not explain at first, but now it is clear that it is due to their being faulty 
transcripts of Bengali originals. Two such Bengali manuscripts! (unaccom- 
panied by the epic text) were sent to me subsequently by my kind friend Pro- 
fessor Sushil Kumar De of the University of Dacca from the collection of 
the Dacca University. These manuscripts are far superior, as is but natural, 
to the Devan&gari manuscripts. It would seem, therefore, expedient to secure 
and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arjunamiéra’s 
commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengali version (with 
the symbol Ba); or, still better, such Bengali manuscripts of his commentary 
as are unaccompanied by the epic text. The reason of the last precaution 
will be presently explained. 

A word of caution is here necessary in regard to what are cited in the 
critical notes as the readings of Arjunamiéra. The readings found in the 
(epic) text accompanying the commentary have, as a rule, been taken to re 
present the readings of Arjunamisra. The commentary was consulted by me 
only occasionally, in case of doubt or difficulty, or when a pathintara was 
noticed during a hurried perusal of the commentary. It is, therefore, more 
than likely that, since the (epic) text of our Arjunamisra manuscripts is con- 
flated with various types of texts, in particular with the Nilakantha type, 
some errors in our readings have crept in.2 Such errors can, however, be 
rectified only by carefully working through the whole commentary word for 
word, and comparing the Jemmata with the (epic) text of the manuscripts. 
Even then one can, of course, be sure only of the words and passages actually 
cited by the scholiast. 

In passing, it may be mentioned that the practice of combining text and 
commentary in one manuscript is probably not very old. It is almost cer- 
tain that the autograph copy of the commentator was not made up on the 
tripartite system: of combining the epic text and commentary in such a way 
that [the] text occupies a central strip of the folio, while the commentary is 
written in two narrow strips, one at the top and the other at the bottom of 
the folio, which is the prototype of the Bombay pothi-form editions. The 
scholiast must have written his commentary, certainly at first, on separate 
Teaves, especially in the case of voluminous texts like those of the two epics. 
Accordingly the commentaries of Devabodha and Vimalabodha have been 
handed down always unaccompanied by the epic text. Those of Arjunamiéra 
and Nilakaptha, on the other hand, are generally accompanied by the epic 
text, but the two Dacca manuscripts (lent to me by Professor De), as was 
mentioned above, contained only the commentary. The two elements—text and 


2 Dacca University Collection, Nos. 989 A, and 2318 (dated Saka 1689), 
= Cf. Winterntz, Indol, Prag. 1. 65; and SUKTHANEAR, “Epic Studies II,” 
ABI, 11, 167¢. 
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commentary—appear to have been combined into the tripartite form by pro- 
fessional scribes. If this combination was done under the supervision of the 
commentator or at {65} least in his lifetime, there is some chance of the 
scribe’s reproducing, in an approximately correct form, the text of the com- 
mentator. But if the combination is made independently of him and especially 
if made some time after the death of the commentator, there is every chance 
that the scribe would combine the commentary he was copying with some 
text known better to himself than to the scholiast. In the latter case, there- 
fore, it must remain doubtful how far the epic text of such a manuscript re- 
sembles the text actually commented upon by the scholiast. It is conse- 
quently best to use always texts of the commentary unaccompanied by the 
epic text, though it is an extremely laborious process to collate such a manus- 
cript with any given Mahabharata text ; but we eliminate in this way auto- 
matically all chances of avoidable errors of commission and omission. 


The Devandgori Version of Nilakantha : the Vulgate. 


Nilakantha, considered until lately, at least in India, as the most trust- 
worthy guide for the exposition of the Mahabharata, was a Brahmin scholar 
of Maharastra, with the sumame Caturdhara (modern Chaudhari), son of 
Govinda Sari and PhullambikA, residing at Kirparagrama (modem Kopar- 
gaon) on the Godavari? Nilakantha wrote his commentary on the Mahi- 
bhirata (and another work called the GaneSagita), in Benares, in the last 
quarter of the seventeenth century. He appears to be the author also of a 
work called Mentrarahesyaprakasika, 


At the beginning of his commentary on the Great Epic, Nilakantha tells 
us that before writing his scholium, the Bharatabhavadipa, he had compared 
many copies of the Mahabharata, collected from different parts of India, 
with a view to determining the “best” readings and even consulted the 
scholia of old authorities : 

arama Airtearatntatare @ Wea | 

OPS THOMA araAAg Ace: 
We accordingly find that he occasionally mentions (in about 125 places) va- 
riant readings and additional passages found in different provincial versions 
(most of which can be identified among the readings of the manuscripts com- 
prising our critical apparatus), and cites (as a rule, without naming the 
source) the explanations given by other scholiasts — information, scanty 
though it is, yet of immense interest and value for the history of the received 
text. Verients cited by Nilakantha will be found in the footnotes under : 
1.1.1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 13, 19, 22, 41, 80, 100, 118, 129, 185, 188 ; 2. 6, 64, 243 ; 


2 See Printz “ BhSs%-wirter, in Nilakeytha’s Bharatabhivadipa,” Einleitung, 
KZ. 44, 708. 
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3. 19, 149, 189; 4.1; 5.9; 11.1; 13. 2, 29; 14. 8 16;-16. 10, 33 (found 
only in Cd!) ; 18, 11; 19. 6; 24.9; 27. 35; 28. 24; 30. 5 (mot found else- 
where !), 11; 32. 18; 33. 20; 38. 30; 39. 11; 46. 25, 29 (not found else- 
where !); 49. 4, 17; 50. 9-12, 17; 51. 4 (not found elsewhere !), 5; 53, 
34; 54. 3, 8; 55. 3; 57. 21, 22, 78; 58. 35 f., 50; 59. 54; 62. 10; 68. 38; 
69. 26; 70. 3, 19, 46; 71. 31, 51; 82. 8; 87. 12; 88. 22; 89. 51; 92, 43; 
102. 23; 109. 10, 12, 15 (not found elsewhere!) ; 110. 33; 114. 2; 117. 
9; 118.9; 120. 10 (Nilp gaan as in text ; om. through oversight ; cf. 
B. 1. 130. 10) ; 124, 32 ; 125, 2; 131, 8; 133. 18 (“Gaudapatha”) ; 141, 7; 
143, 12; 148. 10; 150. 15; 153. 3; 154. 2, 13; 155, 28, 34, 49; 158, 14 
(mentions Devabodha !), 46; 161. 4 (not found eleewhere!); 168, 25; 
169. 20 ; 170, 21 ; 171. 7 ; 178. [66} 9 ; 186. 1 ; 188 colophon (mentions S in- 
terpolation, the Najayani episode) ; 190. 5; 191. 18; 192. 10, 27; 197. 14; 
199. 19, 30; 206. 2; 207. 23; 214. 9, 11; 218. 31, 33 (not found else- 
where !); 219. 3; 221. 5 (not found elsewhere !); 223, 17. The readings 
of Nilakaigtha’s own text are, as a rule, inferior ; our text readings will be 
found mostly among Nilakantha’s pathantaras. 

Nilakantha refers to Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Arjunamifra, Ratna- 
garbha, and Sarvajfia-Narayana, in the course of his comments on the differ- 
ent parvans, Devabodha, who is one of the oldest (if not zhe oldest) com- 
mentators of the Mahabharata hitherto known, he refers while commenting 
on 1. 158. 14 ( = B. 4.170. 15.) : 


a Hee: Bert ota a Rereetaw: | 

wicer anid f& af ayrerte i 
aft otter: nat Rett ereakerteary | 

Not a single word of this stanza, as cited here, is commented on, how- 

ever, by Devabodha! The cenly word in Devabodha’s scholium which might 
possibly have been taken from some reading of the stanza before Devabo- 
dha is spat: & afrt:) and that does not occur in the reading of the stanza 
cited by Nilakaptha. The mention of Devabodha by Nilakantha here, is, 
therefore, surely honOris causa. Such mistakcs by commentators are far too 
frequent to cause surprise or need comment.t It is, however, noteworthy 
that the reason Nilakantha assigns for considering this as an ancient variant 
is that it had been commented on by Devabodha and others. This shows 
that Nilakantha held Devabodha in high esteem, and reckons him among 
the ancient authorities, What Nilakantha regards as “ancient” (pracina) 
is of course a matter for speculation. Nevertheless I do not think that he 
would have called Devabodha a “ pracina” commentator, unless the inter- 








1 Cf. Kretuorn, “On the Jainendra Vyakarana”, Ind. Ant. 10. 75; 16. 24: 
and SUKTHANKAR, “ Miscellaneous Notes on Mammata’s Kavyaprakiéa", ZDMG. 
66 (1912). 541 f, 
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val between them was at least four or five centuries. Nilakantha refers to 
Devabodha again in B. 7. 82.2: ayefie: agikea® gq i tate. 
Arjunamiéra he cites in his comment on B, 3, 291. 70 : srexarea, Prqereferirr, 
ernie: 

Since Arjunamiéra also cites Devabodha, we can arrange the three com- 
mentators in an incontrovertible sequence ; Devabodha—Arjunamisra—Nila- 
kantha.* 

The text used or prepared by Nilakantha is a smooth and eclectic but 


inferior text, of an inclusive rather than exclusive type, with an inconsider- 
able amount of Southern element. 


As instances of simplification in the Vulgate, I may cite : 1. 2. 144 Text 
safrit: ( Vulg. ar fat; cf. 1. 13. 20; 41. 21); 2, 189 satentr ( srerat ); 10. 6 
wram (att at; cf. 1. 187. 6); 37. 10 fer cava fatpa: (at eee fafa ); 
39. 16 frre ( &E); 45. 16 are Canferonetsh ( “fafeeert), 62. 12 cre? (ad); 
96. 16 gent (adat); 122. Sora (aren); 122.42 act ( ae); 
139, 18 Remmarte wen (sata weAt); 150. 8 aedt: (tat: ); 221.1 ge 
(art ); ete., ete. 

{67} Instances of the correction of solecisms in the Vulgate are: 1. 2, 
98 Text mm ( Vulg. aftear ); 9. 2 Pare (eae *; 119. 8 ar mea ( at aretreet ); 
181, 25 ere ( erate); 184. 1 mate ( Tee); ete., etc. 


1 add a eelection of the Southern passages which were interpolated into 
the Northern recension by Nilakantha or by one of his immediate predeces- 
sors in the field : 263*, 209", 473*, 513*, 598*, 700°, 701*, 722*, 857%, 863" 
963", 977*, 1037". 1054*, 1062*, 1066*, 1069*, 1100*, 1101*, 1169*, 1211*, 
1548", 1768*, 1828*, etc., etc., as also passage No. 56 of App. I. 


Nilakantha’s text has acquired in modern times an importance out of all 
proporticn to its critical value,? to the utter neglect of far superior texts, such 
as the Kaémiri or Bengali. 


Nilakantha’s guiding principle, on his own admission, was to make the 
Mahabharata a thesaurus of all excellences (culled no matter from what 
source). At the beginning of his commentary on the Sanatsujatiya, Nila- 
kantha naively remarks (Bom. ed. Udyoga 42) : 


+ Many of these facts were communicated by me in a paper read before the 
International Congress of Orientalists, Leiden (1931), and entitled “ Miscellane- 
ous Notes on Mahabharata Commentators” ; cf. the summary in Actes dus XVIHle 
Congress International des orientalistes (Leiden 1932), p. 156. [See now Epic 
Studies~III below.) 

3 Even Hoitzmann, Dos Mokdbharata, 3. 74: “ Fir die Erklarung der Ein- 
zelheiten ist er von grosser Bedeutung”. 

oy 
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sit ergata wammatedterardateyety + fern 
dea mitrigentades sre 

That Southem manuscripts were utilized by him is incontrovertibly prov- 
ed, for instance, from the fact that he cites at the end of his comment on Adi 
196 (Bom. ed.), the NaKyani and Bhauméévi episodes (in two adhydyas), 
which are typical Southern interpolations, not found in any Northern manus- 
cript : 

ora meter eghenten Rreent ated anraeqresaaatsereaers: 
mhregers Tare 1" 

Characteristically the scholiast speaks only in general terms (mfreqert) 
without furnishing any further information about the manuscripts in ques- 
tion. But, fortunately, he is not always so reticent. Thus he mentions speci- 
fically the Bengali version, while commenting on B. 1. 145. 20 (aphewrt aits- 
%% wr eat) and elsewhere ; cf. his notes on B, 3. 119. 3, and on 6. 43. 1 
(fren atten saiear gerea: erat: Te -eravheavers ). 

1t must be said to his credit that there is at least one place where he 
honestly confesses his inability to understand the confused textual tradition, 
and that is in his comment on B. 1. 22. 1: 


anne G2¢ BAR arse Sm wea sR se T 
Tait t are g TeTSRTTs Beye a sata 

The (printed) editions of Nilakantha’s version leave much to be desir- 
ed. They have arbitrarily changed many of the readings and added a certain 
number of lines which are not found in the Nilakantha manuscripts hitherto 
examined. 

Instances of lines of stanzas with which modern Pandits have enriched 
™most of our (printed) Northern editions and which are lacking even in the 
Nilakantha manuscripts, are besides a (Southern) passage of 21 lines given 
in App. I (No, 112) and another of 9 lines (998*), the following short inter- 


polations : 


{68} 27* gt qreragered aareri gorse, | 
SCENA: GE WI wed wCA_aAy NB. 1. 1. 101 F. 
146* edereement efrcrort eaten a rev A 
fedfenfafaensa after arene iB. 1. 2. 261 
ae Cf. TeLanc, The Bhagvadagita, p. 203 f.; and Winternitz, Ind, Ant. 27 
(1898). 128. ote 


v2 Cf. our note on adhy, 188 (p. 757). - 
® Cf. our note on adhy. 19 (p. 132). 
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148* qarerges qarer ear arereraafert: | 

arr aren: At Rrvatiter: HB. 1. 2. 262 
224* ianey age: adanrenrct: | 

Srereeahes dita a feua: Fercaqrera: lB. 1.8.3 
314* aqelt erbeqerat sreron: afewtie: |B. 1. 28. 4 
752% aot give wea xfer Peeper fag: |B. 1. 79. 13 
1048* sere TAGS RE ae TEA A! B. 1. 105.9 
1099* eqeqia en Te Art TEE AAA | 

oe Fase qggrerqeme WB. 1. 108, 12 

1805* rafter apt sta at eifacafa |B. 1. 184. 19 
1957* gaat Hat usfage et Praaa! B. 1. 200. 26 
2043* phi cart axianta afer | 

am arash age: siteraay gaz il B. 1. 217. 35 

It would, however, hardly repay, now, the trouble to re-edit, from ma- 
nuscripts, the version of Nilakantha, as there are far better versions that 
could be edited instead, for instance, the Kaémiri. 

The manuscripts of the Nilakantha version (which show among them- 
selves slight discrepancies) contain a number of lines which are not found in 
any of the other versions (except occasionally in a few manuscripts of the 
composite Devanagari version) ; e.g. 102*, 147*, 276*, 412*, 493*, 574*, 
699*, 765%, 838", 1270", 1457*, etc. They belong perhaps to the oral tra- 
dition which, at one time, had probably as great value and authority as the 
written text. 

Nilakantha has misunderstood the text, and given doubtful, far-fetched 
or fanciful interpretations at : B. 1. 1.52 ( agmeq: |), 275 ( ware: ); 2. 
33 (fam = geaa! ; 17. 12 ( wea); 23.15 (Vedantic interpretation); 27, 8 
( aaaqist ); 37.15 (the difference between %g and wu); 43. 22 (ma:) 
47, 11 (Averett ); 50. 3 (mentmarary!); 61. 11 (geet); 63. 90 
(aitens ); 131. 52 ( arate); 164. 9 ( context )s 166, 10 ( cH); 232, 
1-7, 19 (esoteric meaning) ; etc., etc. 

Nilakantha’s stanza (B. 1. 145. 20) : 


Se: eee: Terrettet Ta | 

Soe See: TATE: Tata TASHA 
which appears to be sheer nonsense is so in fact. No other version, as far 
as I know, contains this mystifying repetition. The explanation of the stanza 
by Nilakantha is childish, to say the least. S 


The stanza containing the unintelligible word gftw, (v.12. wie) which 
Nilakantha has great difficulty in explaining : 


weit gator: oe: ftaper na fewer! 
aveatafratad cratatedysay! 


looks uncommonly like one of the kitaélokas, said to be interspersed by 
Vyasa at different places in his poem, in order to puzzle and confuse his di- 
vine amanuensis, but is, un-[69]-fortunately, nothing of the kind. The 
passage is only one of the common instances of “conflate” readings. The 
stanza cited above is the Southern variant (473) of the Northern stanza, 
which, in our edition, reads (1. 55. 8) : 


aet gate: see: eter areata: | 
et farePrafentatraiet aarcag tt 

The gfweq in the former stanza is only a mislection of the original 
firgeq (often mis-written sfgeq, sfwea). which is the Southern equivalent 
erect, the reference being, no doubt, to the minister cr statesman (mantrin) 
Kanika (named after the famous authority Kanika or Kaninka cited in the 
Arthagastra of Kautilya), who appears only once in the epic, and that exprese- 
ly for the purpose of expounding his political philosophy to the Kauravas, 

As another instance of conflation which has had a rather disastrous effect 
on his text, I may cite Nilakantha’s versicn of the story of Dirghatamas. 
The addition has been made in such a manner that one sentence of the ori- 
ginal has remained hanging in the air and cannot be construed at all! The 
story begins at B. 1. 104. 9. All goes well till stanza 28 ; 


setst freamata art Teqaee | 
aennet ot ad qrerert SNA Il 
Then we read 29: 


seaedted erararer & here gf | 
gyerat @ at geil a gate off ver it 


“ Having spoken thus among themselves, they {scil. the inmates of the 
hermitage) to the anchorite Dirghatamas. Then that wife also, having 
(already) obtained sons (?) (from him) did nct (seek to) please the hus- 
band.” 

Bhigma, who is narrating the story, then goes on quite unconcernedly to 
speak about the wife (of Dirghatamas) Pradvesi or Pradviganti ; about the 
maryadaé made by the exasperated Dirghatamas, and so on. But what the 
inmates of the fiermitage (aSramavasinah) did to Dirghatamas, we never 
leam from the Vulgate. All mcdern translators try to eke out a sense by 
interpolating into the text some words to complete the sense. A reference to 
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the constituted text and the critical notes will, however, show that the text 
of the Vulgate is conflated ; it is a most clumsy blend of interpclations from 
two entirely different sources (y and S), which, as is but natural, alters the 
situation considerably and confuses the narrative hopelessly. By athetizing 
either passage we get a tolerable text ; by athetizing both we get the original, 
which is the constituted text. 


The Devandgart Version of Ratnagarbha. 


The critical notes contain only specimen collations of this version, which 
is a blend between the Northern and Southern recensions. Like the Telugu 
manuscripts, which will be described presently, it is eclectic, following now 
the Northern tradition, now the Southem. It seems to be an attempt to 
combine the two recensions by superposition, like the Kumbhakonam edition. 
Its composite character may be seen from’24*, 25*, 27*, 114*, 138*, 149%, 
170*, etc., etc. It contains the additional passages of the Southern recen- 
sion, as well as the Gane&a episode, which latter is found only in late Nor- 
thern [70} (Devan&gari) manuscripts : exactly like the Kumbhakonam edi- 
tion. The collation of this version was discontinued after the second adhyfya. 
The version may be safely ignored as useless for critical purposes. 


The Devanagari Version of Devebodha. 


A commentary older and more important than the Arthadipika of Ar- 
junamiéra, and one more neglected still, is the Ja@nadipika of Devabodha, 
cited here as Cd. Devabodha is certainly earlier than Vimalabodha, Arjuna- 
migra and Nilakantha, all of whom cite him with great respect, and probably 
earlier than Sarvajfia-Narayana and Vadiraja. He is, therefore, most likely, 
the earliest commentator of the Mahabharata hitherto known, and, in my 
opinion, also the best. The commentary is in any case most valuable, and its 
evidence, both pcsitive and negative, of supreme importance for the consti- 
tution of the text. 


The Jitanadipikad is a concise tika ; that is, a running commentary, ex- 
plaining, as a rule, only the difficult words and passages in the text. Occa- 
sionally it offers explanations of constructional obscurities and grammatical 
difficulties, and gives the gist of passages; in the latter case, usually, under 
citation of entire verses (ie. half élokas) from the text. The extent of the 
commentary on the Adi is given in one manuscript as 1400 granthas. The 
homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his scholium 
ig not a mere matter of form. Arjuna has in fact based his commentary 
largely on that of his predecessor. He has copied very large portions of Deva- 
‘bodha's commentary, sometimes verbatim, sometimes in extract. Moreover 
even when the two commentaries differ, the influence of Devabodha is plainly 
discernible, In fact, the Avthadipika may be considered as a revised ond 
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enlarged edition of the Jaanadipika. The similarity of the names is sugges- 
tive and worthy of nete. 


Unlike the commentaries of Arjunamigra, Nilakantha and Ratnagarbha, 
that of Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. The question what 
was Devabodha’s text cannot, therefore, be answered with any high degree of 
certainty. The entire Southern recension and even the Vulgate may, how: 
ever, be definitely ruled out. There remain the Bengali, Sdrad4 and “K" 
versions, With the latter two, the pratikas of Devabodha seem to show 
greater affinity than with the Bengali version. For instance, Devabodha has 
no comment on any of the six adhydyas (including the Kanikaniti) of the cen- 
tral subrecension (y), which are missing in Sarad4 and K, Worthy of special 
note is the absence of all reference to the Kanikaniti in Devabodha’s commen- 
tary, since the passage has evoked lengthy comments from both Arjunamiéra 
and Nilakantha. Still greater probative value has an addition which is peculiar 
to the Kasmiri version, This version adds at the very end of the Adi a sup- 
plementary and superfluous adhyaya,—an addition which is only a variant 
of the well-known Purdnic tale of Svetaki’s sacrifice, occurring earlier in the 
course of the same parvan. Curiously enough, the king who is called Svetaki 
in the first version is here called Svetaketu! That the version of Devabodha 
contained this additional adhyaya is revealed by the concluding remark of 
Devabodha’s commentary on the Adi : data Satahs ara This remark will 
not apply to any version which has not the additional adhyaya peculiar to the 
Kaémiri version. These considerations tend to show that the version of De- 
vabodha was of the Sdrada-K type. And the inference is confirmed by many 
Minor agreements, which need not be cited here. 


[71] The Composite Devanagari Version. 


The fourteen manuscripts (D,.,,) comprising this version are misch- 
codices of small trustworthiness and cf no special value for critical purposes. 
Consequently, half of them (D,-,,) were disccntinued already after adhyaya 2. 
The characteristics of these manuscripts may be briefly noticed here. 


D, is akin to Dn and looks uncommonly like a Nilakantha manuscript 
minus the commentary. Yet it differs conspicuously from the crdinary Nila- 
kantha manuscripts by the unaccountable omission of the entire Brahmi- 
GaneSa complex (that is, both the visit of Brahma and the employment of 
GaneSa as a scribe, which arises out of the visit) as well as the description 
of the battle in which the Pandavas capture Drupada and hand him over as 
gurudaksind to their preceptor, Acarya Drona (App I, No. 78). The omis- 
sion of these episodes points rather in the direction of Bengal, since Kaémir 
is excluded by the mass of other interpolations which D, contains, as also by 
the almost complete lack therein of readings peculiar to $, K. The manus- 
cript may be a blend of Bengali and some composite Devanagari manuscript 
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of manuscripts—D, (like D,) is akin to K,, and might have been with 
advantage classed with them; see, for instance, the critical apparatus per- 
taining to the list of the contents of the Aranyaparvan in adhy. 2—D, is 
palpably under Southern influence, to prove which it is sufficient to point out 
that it transposes the Sakuntal4 and Yayati episodes, a transpositicn which 
is quite peculiar to the Southern tradition—D, contains notably large addi- 
tions from Southem manuscripts, additions which are either entered on the 
margin or, when the marginal space would nct suffice, written on supplemen- 
tary folios. The Souther influence is illustrated by the following passages : 
587*, 594*, 506*, 598*, 599%, 602*, 603*, 604*, 605*, 609*, 610", 611", 
612*, 613", 617", 621*, 623", 624*, 628*, 629%, 630°, 633*, 634", 635°, 
637*, 670", 671*, 713*, 715*, 1255”, 1256*, 1257*, and scores of others. 
Cf. also the following passages given in App. I: 35, 46-48, 52, 53, 55, 56, 
59, 64, 67-69, etc, etc—D, (like D,) often stands in oppcsition to other 
manuscripts of this composite class, agreeing with K,.,, with which it might 
lave been with advantage classed. Like K,.,, it contains Southern additions 
as well, eg. 1565*, 1579*, 1580*, etc., and passage No. 89 of App. 1—The 
manuscripts D,,, were discontinued after adhy. 53. Frequently they are 
found to be in oppositicn to the Vulgate and agreeing with the manuscripts 
of the « group. They also show 230*, which is a Southem passage, 

Dy-re 28 already remarked, were collated only as specim.ms for the first 
two adhyayas and discontinued thereafter—Of these, Dy... are palpably 
under Southern influence, as is evidenced by their containing one or the other 
of the following typical Southern insertions : 18*, 21*, 22", 24*, 32*, 42", 
45", 48", 49%, 56*, 80*, 81*, 89*, 114%, 117*, 138%, 149*, 170°.—D,., 
which is a fragmentary manuscript, beginning almost at the end of adhy. 1, 
is used in this edition practically only for adhy. 2, as it is discontinued at the 
end of that adhyaya. The text shows strong affinities with the version of Ar- 
junamiéra— The text of D,, is a complex. It contains some old readings 
such as are preserved only in the Kaémiri manuscripts, but also an extra- 
ordinarily large number of individual readings, not found elsewhere (cf. 1. 1. 
50, 63 ; 2. 101, etc). At the same time, it is contaminated from some Sou- 
thern source, perhaps the Malayalam version ! 

{72} The Devanagari manuscripts of the Mahabharata in the Tanjore 
Library seem to have been all copied during the regime of the Maratha Chiefs 
of Tanjore, and are a blend of the Northern and Southern recensions, and as 
such, of little value for text-critical purposes, 


The Telugu Version. 

The Telugu version, situated as it is on the boundary line wich divides 
the Northern from the Southern recension, was particularly open to contami- 
nation from the Northern tradition. We aceordingly: find -that-the majcrity 
of Telugu manuscripts are eclectic on no recognizable principles, presenting 
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somewhat the aspect of a mosaic of the texts of the Norther and Souther 
Tecensions, not unlike the Kumbhakcnam edition. T, is one of the extremely 
few Southern manuscripts which contain the (Northern) salutational stanza 
wir amegey etc. For the Northern element in the make-up of T,, ef. 29*, 30*, 
96", 97*, 98*, 106*, etc., etc. As compared with T,, T, shows a purer Sou- 
thern tradition and has distinct leanings towards the Grantha version.—-T,, only 
replaces the fragmentary manuscripts T., which breaks off at the end of 
adhy. 181. 


Important variants of one other Telugu manuscript (Tanjore 11809) are 
now given by Professor P. P. S. Sastrt in his edition of the Souther recen- 
sion. It does not differ appreciably from our Telugu manuscripts. 


The Grantha Version. 


The Grantha version is the version of the Tamil country, and is written 
in the so-called Grantha script. It is one of the two important Southern ver- 
sions, the other being the Malayalam. The Grantha version—to judge by the 
manuscripts utilized for the Critical Edition, and for Professor P. P. S. 
Sastri's Southern Recension— is more heavily interpolated than the Mala- 
yalam, and is also more influenced, on the whole, by the Northem recension. 


For the beginning of the Adi, we get, temporarily, the sub-groups G,.3 
and G,.,, but soon the configuration changes to G,. ». 4 5. versus Gy. 5 The 
latter group (G,.,) represents the purer Southern tradition, agreeing with M 
against the other Southem manuscripts, whereas the four MSS, Gyoas are 
not merely heavily interpolated but stand palpably under Northern influence. 
All Grantha manuscripts are probably contaminated (directly or indirectly) 
from Northern sources in different degrees. G, shows, on the whole, little Nor- 
thern influence, but 419*, 494*, 693*, 1310*, 1312*, 1885*, 1975*, and pas- 
sage No. 73 of App. I, show that even G, is probably net entirely free from 
contamination, since all these (Northern) passages are missing in M. 


Sastrr’s edition of the Southern recension gives the (most important) 
variants of five Grantha manuscripts of which three, g, @ and ey (the latter 
being Sastri's “ principal text”) are identical with our G,, G, and G, res- 
pectively. Extracts from a Grantha manuscript belonging to the Royal 
Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland (Whish Collection, No. 65) have 
been given by Professor WINTERNITZ' and compared with the text of the 
Bombay edition (Saka 1799). The passages which differ from the Bombay 
edition [73} have been underlined in his extracts, and the corresponding 
passages of the latter are given opposite each line : a convenient arrangement 
which shows, at a glance, the relation of the two texts to each other for the 


Ind, Ant. 1898, 69 ff., 926, 124 ff. 
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passages excerpted.* 


The clearest proof? of the contamination of G,.2-4., from some Northern 
source is furnished by 294*, a Northem passage, added in this sub-group 
irrelevently before 1. 20. 1. The two lines comprising this passage must have 
been interpolated in a remote ancestor of G,....., by a clumsy scribe, who had 
missed the right place by four stanzas, and have remained there ever since, 
fortunately. Another rather transparent interpolation in G,....., from a late 
Northern source is a passage referred to already, No. 14 of App. I, which des- 
cribes the circumstances under which Aruna becomes the charioteer of the 
Sun, an irrelevant digression. Cf. also 1373*, 1375*, 1377*, and passage No. 
76 of App. I. 


The sub-group contains an amazingly large number of interpolations, 
which have not been found, so far, elsewhere, and of which a few may be men- 
tioned as illustrations : 320*, 322", 326%, 330%, 337%, 345%, 351* (third 
line !), 357", 363%, 364*, 368*, 371*, 373*, 382*, 386*, 387%, 388", 406’, 
519*, 584*, 636", 705*, 706*, 741*, 755%, etc., etc. 

But the Grantha’ version itself inclined to admit freely new lines. In- 
stances of rather lengthy interpolations of G are furnished by passages No. 35- 
39, 73 and 93 of App. I. Most of the interpolations are however short, con- 
sisting, as a rule, of less than 10 lines, e.g. 500*, 501*, 502*, 504*, 507°, 
509*, 510*, 511*, 520*, 552*, 569*, 570*, 693*, 814", 841", 897%, 1259", 
1268*, 1312*, 1313*, 1316", 1319", 1320*, 1372*, 1435", 1441*, 1447°, 
1448", 1452*, 1453*, 1476", 1489*, 1531*, 1541*, 1542*, 1543*, 1544*, 1545*, 
1547", 1550", 1551", 1596", 1597", 1604*, 1631°, 1658*, 1666", 1707*, 
1868", 2009", 2040*, etc., etc. 

G,, which is one of the few Southern manuscripts containing the (Northen) 
mantra arast aaepel etc. is, like T,, a typical blend of the Northern 
and Southern tradition, and was, on that account, discontinued after adhy. 2. 
Its composite character may be seen from: 29*, 30*, 96", 97*, 98*, 106*, 
145’, etc., etc. 


The Malayélam Version. 


This is the version of Malabar, the Southernmost extremity of India. 
It is, in my opinion, the best Southern version. It is not only largely free 
from the interpolations of « (=T G), but appears to be also less influenced 
by N then o, wherein lies its importance for us. 


1 The collation of the text is accompanied by notes in which WINTERNITZ 
draws attention to the most striking points of difference between the two versions, 
without entering into a full discussion of all the various readinga, The notes oon- 
tain nevertheless many valuable text-critical observations. 

2 Cf. SUKTHANKAR, “Epic Studies 111”, ABI. 11. 269. 
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Instances of additional passages found in G (with or without T), but 
miseing in M, are : 443*, 500*, 501*, 502*, 504*, 507*, 509*, 510*, 511%, 520°: 
552", 569*, 570°, 691*, 693", 814*, 839%, 841*, 897*, 1259*, 1268*, 1310", 
1312*, 1313*, 1316*, 1319*, 1320°, 1447*, 1448*, 1452*, 1453*, 1476*, 
1489*, 1523", 1541*, 1542, 1543*, 1544", 1545*, 1547*, 1550*, 1551*, 
1563", 1566", 1596", 1604*, 1658*, 1666*, 1751*, 1868°, 1872*, 1893°, 
1896", 1935*, 2006*, 2007*, 2009*, 2021*, 2024*, 2032*, 2040*, 2052*, 
2053*, 2062**, 2071*, 2106*, etc.; and the following passages of App. I; 
35-39 and 73. 


{74} M, often stands in antagonism to M,_,, sometimes agreeing with 
manuscripts of the Northem recension ; and is, therefore, an untrustworthy 
guide. M,.., ate incomplete manuscripts, ending with adhy. 53; in other 
words, with the Astikaparvan. M,_, replace these manuscripts in the Sarnbha- 
vaparvan, which is the name under which the remaining portion of the Adi is 
known in the Southern recension. This practice of writing the two portions 
of the Adi in separate volumes is worthy of note, as an archaic survival. It 
is, in my opinion, the reflex of some half-forgotten factor connected with the 
ecimpilation of the Adi, and seems to me to be text-critically highly impor- 
tant. It should seem that the South has never completely assimilated the 
(Northern) division of the epic into the conventional eighteen parvans, 


Instances of additional passages which distinguish M from all other ver- 
sions are : 407*, 453*, 800*, 801*, 842", 970%, 1051*, 1052*, 1278*, 1437+, 
1438", 1613*, 1678*, 1709*, 1871*, etc. 


Mg. constitute really one manuscript, as is proved, for instance by 
their repeating the following indubitable clerical errors: (i) in 1. 85. 25, 
M4. repeat inconsequentially the words qaaedig at aranqa:: (ii) in 1, 154. 
13, they omit 13" and 134, transposing 13° and 13°, which they read as one 
line ; (iii) in 1. 193. 1, they all read the meaningless erent Faget gt (Text 
avant fagt aff ); (iv) they read 1. 213. 4-5 erroneously after stanza 31 of 
adhy. 212; (v) in 1. 213. 6, Mg., omit the words q ygftaa; of the text, 
for which M, shows a lacuna. Instances of readings peculiar to My-. ate 
(reference to adhyaya and Sloka) : 


58. 6 Mees ATaRg: + rest aartg:, 
106.2 Mes aadteae : rest anata, 
157.9 Me-s SACRE: : rest aTategE:. 
Conflation in M,_, is suggested by 1. 209. 19, where M,, have both the 
Northern reading and the Southern reading. 
It may be added that the cases cited are merely by way of illustrations, 
A careful study of the critical apparatus would easily furnish scores of other 
instances, 
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This version has several siriking agreements with §,, a fact all the more 
impressive, because M, a Southern version, hails from the province at the op- 
posite end of India from the province of §,, a Northem version ; for instance, 
Malayalam supports $, (against T G) in omiting the spurious parts of adhy. 
128-129 of the Bombay edition. 

WINTERNITZ has published, in Devandgari transcript, portions of a frag- 
mentary Malayalam manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of 
Great Britain and Ireland (Whish Collection, No. 158), which contains 
twelve chapters of the Sarhbhavaparvan.: The extracts contain the beginning 
of the PiruvarhSanukirtana (our adhy. 90), the passage referring to Sakun- 
tala and the birth of Bharata (our 1. 90. 27-34), and the end of the adhya- 
ya (our 1. 90, 93-96). The manuscript correctly shows the Southem trans- 
position of the SakuntalA and Yayati episodes. It is interesting to observe 
that this manuscript also further shows the anticipation of 1. 89. 1-16, before 
the Yayati episode, which is found in our Malayalam manuscripts (cf. note 
on p. 282) and in the conflated MSS. G,. , (cf. note on p. 992), and which 
is text-critically highly important. 

[75] Readings or features which are peculiar to M or such as distinguish M 
from G (with or without T) will be found under : 1. 1. 3. 35, 45, 122, 128, 168, 
176, 179, 184, 189; 2. 160; 4.4; 7. 10; 24.1; 36.3; 39. 2, 16; 53. 31; 
54, 6, 7; 57. 81; 61. 98; 67. 28; 68. 16, 51; 69.9; 73. 33; 77.9; 78. 
23 ; 80. 2; 84, 14; 86. 1; 92. 45; 93. 14; 94. 9, 27, 32; 95. 8; 96. 2, 57; 
98. 5, 12; 113. 22; 127. 5, 23; 119. 30; 123. 39; 129. 9-11 (om. in M) ; 
132, 1 ; 136. 1; 138. 10; 139. 11 (om. in M) ; 142. 19; 150, 10, 26; etc., ete. 


With regard to the versions described above, it must be frankly admitted 
that they do not, by any means, form water-tight compartments. The isolec- 
tional boundaries, as is natural, do not coincide, but are independent of each 
other ; in other words, the textual peculiarities, which are, in final analysis, 
the real basis of our classification, never have, as a matter of fact, an identi- 
cal area of distribution. The manuscripts cannot always be squeezed into the 
same: moulds consistently. Thus, for instance, in the beginning of the Adi, 
the Grantha version, as already remarked, shows two sub-groups G,_, and 
G,-4 ; but soon the configuration changes and, from about adhy. 25 onwards, 
we get the grouping Gy.24-5 : Gs.s- Not only that. Individual manuscripts, 
groups, or even versions often overstep the boundaries of their particular re- 
cension. Thus, for example, on the one hand, G,...,.;. frequently agree with 
NV, BD; M agrees with $, ; S, and Dn agree with S ; against other manus- 
cripts of their respective recensions. 

These discrepancies, as is shown in the sequel, are due chiefly to two 
different causes : firstly, initial fluidity of the text ; and, secondly, subsequent 


"WINTERNITZ, Ind, Ant. 1898. 134 fi. 
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contamination or conflation. As regards fluidity : to conceive of the Epic of 
the Bhiratas—or for that matter, of any true epic—as a rigid or fixed com- 
position like the dramas or poems of Goethe or Milton, or even of Kali- 
dasa or Bhavabhiti, would be manifestly grotesque. Such a view can origi- 
nate only in a fundamental misconception of the origin, growth and function 
of epic poetry. 

In the case of the Mahabharata, we find, however, the fact of the fluidi- 
ty of the original reflected in the tradition as preserved even to this day, 
Only a very late interpolation in some inferior Devanagari manuscripts speaks 
of the text as having been written down by GaneSa to the dictation of Vyasa, 
a fantastic story that we may ignore with an easy conscience. On the other 
hand, we are plainly told that the epic was first published, at an elaborate 
sacrificial session, in the form of a free recitation by Vaisarhpadyana, a direct 
pupil of the author, before king Janamejaya and the assembled guests. It 
was again recited by Sita (or Sauti), who had heard it only at the first reci- 
tation, and somehow committed the whole poem to memory. After just one 
single hearing, he obviously could not reproduce such a voluminous text ver- 
batim et literatim. In the beginning, therefore, it is clear that the poem, which 
was committed to memory, was recited freely, as faithfully as the particular 
reciter could contrive. This mode of transmission is not calculated to pre- 
serve rigid textual purity in any high degree, without stringent precautions, 
such as were adopted in the case of Vedic texts, but which never existed, as 
far as one knows, in the case of the epics. This fact also we find unexpectedly 
preserved by tradition (1. 57. 74 f.). Vysa, we are told, taught his Bharata 
to his five pupils. Sumantu, Jaimini, Paila, Suka, and Vaigarhpayana. And 
the five rhapsodists—the direct pupils of the author--it is reported, publish- 
ed five separate versions of the epic : 


(76) eiftared: garnet areren srefaret: | 
As is well known, there is preserved a work which actually passes for the 
Afévamedhaparva of the Bharata of Jaimini (whether it is actually so or not) 
and which is totally different from our Aévamedhaparvan, 


Here, I think, we have a clear glimpse of the early history of the text. 
Two facts emerge rather clearly out of the chaos : firstly, the text was origi- 
nally commitied to memory and recited freely ; secondly, different rhapsodists 
recited differently. This has indeed been assumed by many writers on the sub- 
ject. All that is quite natural and intelligible. As a matter of fact, from 
generation to generation, from place to place, from bard to bard, the wording, 
even the contents, would vary a little, until the text is committed to writing, 
which is the beginning of a different phase in its history. The view that the 
epic has reached its present form by a gradual process of addition and alte- 





1 For instance, WINTERNITZ, Geschichte der ind, Litteratsr, 1. 396, 
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ration receives strong support from the fact that this process is not stopped 
even by scripial fixation. The study of the manuscripts themselves, which 
helong to a very late phase in the evolution of the text, shows that texts must 
have been constantly amplified and altered by conflation. Such derange- 
ments, it may be observed, do not totally destroy, as might be imagined, the 
value of our division of the manuscript material into recensions and versions, 
but merely complicate its use and interpretation. 


CRITICAL PRINCIPLES FOLLOWED IN THE CONSTITUTION 
OF THE TEXT 


As already remarked, the Mahabharata versions when they first come 
within our ken appear already dispersed in several distinct groups. The ori- 
ginal, from which all these versions are derived, is itself preserved in no au- 
thentic copy contemporaneous with, or -even reasonably close to, its period 
of composition. We can only reconstruct the original, approximately, by 
conitarative methods. We recognize today, as already explained, two recen- 
sions, descended from the original, each recension embracing a plurality of 
versions, each version being divided into a multiplicity of sub-groups. The 
ultimate problem is to unify, as far as possible, this manuscript tradition : to 
evolve, by comparative methods, a form of the text that will explain this phe- 
nomenal wealth of divergent and conflicting texts, and justify it. 

Before I elucidate the critical principles followed in preparing the cons- 
tituted text of the Adi, I must review briefly other principles of textual cri- 
ticism and textual reconstruction, and discuss the applicability of these prin- 
ciples to the Mahabharata Problem. 


THE CLASSICAL MODEL 


The method that naturally presents itself first to our mind is the time: 
honoured method of Classical Philology: The older school of classical phi- 
lologists distinguished four stages in the work of preparing a critical edition of 
a classical text : (1) Heuristics, [77] i.e. assembling and arranging the entire 
material consisting of manuscripts and testimonia in the form of a genealogi- 
cal tree ; (2) Recensio, i.e. restoration of the text of the archetype ; (3) Emen- 
datio, i.e. restoration of the text of the author ; and, finally, (4) Higher Cri- 
ticism, i.e. separation of the sources utilized by the author. 


Excellent as this method is for the purpose for which it is devised, it 
should not be forgotten that it depends ultimately upon there being a more or 
less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back to a 
single authentic (written) archetype ; and, consequently, can be applied to 
1 Lipers, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1143. 

2 See Rusen, “Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahabharata", Acta Orl- 
entolia, 8, 240-266 ; and SUKTHANKAR, ABI. 11, 2594, 
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the Mahabharata with great limitations: Indeed our ideal is the same a8 
that of the classical philologist : restoration of the text, as far as possible, 
to its original form. But the original of a Sanskrit poem and that of a classi- 
cal poem : how entirely different they are! Particularly, in the case of the 
Mahabharata, where, one may well ask, is the original of a whole literature? 

In the Mahéibbarata we have a text with about a dozen, more or less 
independent, versions, whose extreme types differ, in extent, by about 13,000 
stanzas or 26,000 lines ; a work which, for centuries, must have been growing 
Rot only upwards and downwards, but also laterally, like the Nyagrodha 
tree, growing on all sides ; a codex which has been written in nearly a dozen 
different scripts assiduously but negligently copied, chiefly as a source of reli- 
gious merit, through long vistas of centuries by a legion of devout and per- 
haps mostly uneducated and inefficient copyists, hailing from different comers 
of a vast sub-continent, and speaking different tongues; a traditional book 
of inspiration, which in various shapes and sizes, has been the cherished 
heritage of one people continuously for some millennia and which to the 
present day is interwoven with the thoughts and beliefs and moral ideas of 
a nation numbering over 300 million souls! The classical philologist has 
clearly no experience in dealing with a text of this description, an opus of 
such gigantic dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intri- 
cate history behind it. 

THE DIFFICULTIES OF MAHABHARATA TEXTUAL CRITICISM 

The capital difficulty of the Mahabharata problem is just this that there 
word. We must abstain from effecting any change which is not in some 
with precision and certainty between the data of the rival recensions, to eva- 
luate correctly and confidently the amazingly large mass of variants, Only 
an inconsiderable fraction of these variants represents clear " mistakes”, 
which can be corrected with confidence. As a rule, the variant readings, if 
they -are not mere synonyms, convey a slightly different meaning, but almost 
always a possible meaning. From the grammatical point of view also, they 
are both equally valid. One of the variants may be a trifle more suitable 
than the other ; for instance, in the discrimination between the Simple and 
the Periphrastic Future, or the Parasmaipada and the Atmanepada. But - 
can we legitimately premise that the original must necessarily have been quite 
flawless from the point of view of the Paninian grammar? Is it not at least 
likely that the supposed solecism may be a genuine lapsus calami of the 
author, or (should that supposition be considered inadmissible or wnaccept- 
able) that the usage’ fluctuated ? 

Then again, as we have seen, there are numerous passages, short and long, 
that are found in one recension and are lacking in the other, what I call 


1 Cf. WinteRNniiz, Indol. Prag. 1. 61; and CHanpentier, Orient, Literotur- 
zeitung, 1932, 2761, . 
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“additional” passages. No [78] convincing proof can in general be given to 
establish either the originality or the spuricusness of any given passage of 
this type. What may fairly be regarded as interpolations are in general so 
ingeniously fashioned and so cunningly fitted in that, except under very 
favourable circumstances, the intrinsic (contextual) evidence is inconclusive, 

For these and other reasons it is not always easy to correlate the diverg- 
ent recensions, to discriminate between the variants, and to constitute a wholly 
unobdjectionable single text. 


This difficulty has its origin in the circumstance that in the Mahabharata 
manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any literary tradition, the tex- 
tual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of versions as also with an 
amazing mixture of versions. Contrary tendencies have been at work in the 
evolution of the text. While, on the one hand, some elements have been work- 
ing, from the earliest times, for the development of different types ; on the other 
hand, there were not wanting elements that operated against the evolution of 
sharply differentiated types. To understand the phenomenon of this luxuriant 
growth and indiscriminate fusion of versions, one must appreciate certain de- 
tails of historical moment, certain special factors in the transmission of the 
Mahabharata, traits which distinguish our work from every other known 
text except the Ramayana and perhaps other similar ancient epopees. 

Let us examine closely the character of the differences between the two 
recensions to start with: The differences are of three kinds. Broadly speak- 
ing, each recension differs from the other, firstly, in peint of readings of the 
common stanzas ; secondly, in point of additions (or omissions) of short and 
Jong passages ; and, thirdly, in point of sequence of the text-units. How do 
these differences at all arise ? 

Our first thought would be to attempt to explain the additions or omis- 
sions as the result of conscious editorial revision, or of clerical error, or partly 
of one and partly of the other. But the frequent differences in sequence, es- 
pecially when no material gain is perceptible in either arrangement, rather 
support the explanation suggested above that both recensions are, in final 
analysis, independent oopies of an orally transmilted text. The suggestion 
is confirmed by the consideration of the variation of the first type, namely, 
minor differences in the readings of the stanzas common to the two recen- 
sions, which confront us step by step throughout the parvan, nay, through- 
out the epic, as the partial collations of the other parvans now available at 
the Institute clearly show. , 

It will be found for one thing perfectly useless to try to derive mechani- 
cally one set of readings uniformly from the other. Hundreds and thousands 


1 The conditions are analogous to that of the RAméyaya recensions, as re- 
vealed by the researches of Jacost ; see particularly, Des Ramayana, pp. 3 ff, and 
LOpsrs, “ Ueber die Grantharecension ” (1901). 
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of the minor readings are nothing more than mere synonyms or paraphrages, 
grammatically and semantically equivalent, but graphically totally unrelated. 
They, therefore, cannot be all ccrrupltions, in the ordinary sense of the word, 
of a written archetype. The vast majority of these variants cannot again be 
due to the zeal of a purist trying to correct the solecisms of the received text, 
or to the whim of a minor poet endeavouring to polish its diction or style. 
Had that been the case, we should find that the enthusiasm of the reformer 
had evaporated long before he had reached the middle or at least the end of the 
first parvan. The {79} Herculean task of cleansing the Augean stables would 
be child's play compared to a systematic purification of the Mahabharata text, 
according to later standards. Under these circumstances, however great might 
be the divergence between the two recensions in the beginning, it is bound te 
vanish or at least diminish towards the middle or the end of the poem. We 
find, on the other hand, as already remarked, that the stream of variation 
flows with unabated volume from the beginning to the end of the epic. This 
fact can in no way be reconciled with the hypothesis of a single uniform re- 
vision (or a series of them either) of a fixed and rigid text. 

All the difficulties in the explanation of this phenomenal variation 
vanish, however, as soon as we assume that the epic was handed down from 
bard to bard originally by word of mouth, as is clearly implied by tradition. 
That would explain, without any strain or violence, the existence of the mass 
of variants, of differences in sequence, and of additions or omissions. If the 
text has been preserved, for any considerable period of time, only in memory 
and handed down by word of mouth, those are just the changes that could 
not possibly be avoided. It is evident that no great care would be lavished 
on the text by these custodians of the tradition to guard it against corruption 
and elaboration, or against arbitrary emendation, and normalization : to re- 
produce the received text, which was not guarded by canonical authority cr 
religious sanction, with any degree of precision would be neither attempted 
by the bards nor required of them. Whenever and wherever the text was then 
written down—and it was probably written down independenily in different 
epochs and under different circumstances—these transmissions by word of 
mouth must have contaminated the written text and introduced innumerable 
variations in it. The assumption of some of such complicated derangement, 
beyond the normal vicissitudes of transmission, is necessary to account for 
the abnormal discrepancies and strange vagaries of the Mahabharata manus- 
cript tradition. In other words, we are compelled to assume that even in its 
early phases the Mahabhirata textual tradition must have been not uniform 
and simple, but multiple and polygenous. 

Moreover, a study of the critical apparatus shows that there has inter- 
vened a long period in the history of the Mahabharata in which there was a 
free comparison of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings. A natural 
and inevitable source of confusion of the tradition has always been the 
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marginalia, comprising glosses, variae lectiones and additions. The copyiet 
of a manuscript with such accretions copied sometimes the original readings 
and sometimes the marginal. It may be incidentally remarked that an exami- 
nation of the marginalia shows that the variant readings are taken mostly from 
manuscripts belonging to the same version, or at least the same recension. 
But there is no reason, theoretical at any rate, why readings of the rival recen- 
sion could not creep into a manuscript of the text by the medium, say, of 
a popular commentary such as Nilakantha’s. And, as a matter of fact, we 
do find, occasionally, readings of the opposite recension noted in the margins 
of manuscripts. Under these circumstances it was inevitable that the true 
reading, especially if it was a lectio diffcilior or an archaism or a solecism. 
would be partly suppressed, being preserved to us in one or two manuscripts 
only. 

Furthermore, the texts may be improved by a comparison of mianuscripts 
is not by any means a modern discovery. The process has been known and 
practised for ages : [80} the difference is merely in our ideas of what is meant 
by “improvement” of the text. I have cited above the instance of Nila- 
kantha, who himself says that he had collected and compared Mahabharata 
manuscripts from different parts of India in order to ascertain the “ best” 
readings. The other commentators also, Devabodha, Arjunamisra and Ratna- 
garbha, cite pdjhanteras and speak apapathas (“bad readings”). These 
they could have got only from a comparison of different manuscripts. 

The text favoured by the ancients appear to have been of the inclusive, 
rather than of the exclusive, type. This is proved in the case of Nilakantha 
by a remark of his cited above, where, he naively admits that he had put 
together the stanzas which had been commented on by the ancient Bhasya- 
karas, and others he had found in modern manuscripts, with the idea of 
making a “thesaurus of excellences.” The remark does not apply by any 
means exclusively to the Sanatsujata episode, to which it is appended, at any 
rate as far as Nilakantha is concerned. In the Adi, we have abundant evi- 
dence that he has borrowed, according to his fancy, passages, short and long, 
from the Southern recension. The critical notes will show that his text in- 
cludes a large number of Southern passages which are not found in any other 
Northern version, such as, for example, the catalogue of forest trees, which 
serves in a modest way for a description of the sylvan scenery amidst which 
Uparicara Vasu finds himself : : 


rervuard get: ees 
At one place, as was shown above, Nilakaytha has disfigured his text 
in his frantic attempt to squeeze into it a lengthy (Southern) passage con- 
7A 
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taining some details which did not fit into his own text. This he has done, 
be it noted, at the risk of making his text wholly unintelligible, without a word 
of apology or explanation. Professor ‘WINTERNITZ, while criticizing DAHL- 
MANN’s Des Mahabhérate, has pointed out this incongruity? : ‘‘ The story... 
which relates how Dirghatamas is insulted by his wife Pradvesi, and how he 
consequently establishes the fixed rule (maryad@) that henceforth a woman 
shall always have to adhere to one husband, whether he be alive or dead, and 
that @ woman who goes to another man shall go to hell, thus forbidding any 
kind of remarriage of widows... .is strangely out of place® in a chapter treat- 
ing of Niyoga.” As was pointed out above, in consequence of the intrusion 
of this foreign matter, the first half of the stanza of the original text is sepa- 
rated from the second half by 27 lines! That in itself is, however, not a very 
serious matter in Mahabharata textual tradition, where such transpositions 
are a common occurrence, But in the present instance, this transfer has had 
the unexpected and undesirable result that the subject of the sentence, which 
was left behind in the first half of the stanza, remains ta the end without its 
predicate, which latter, being shunted off to such a remote distance, was 
furnished with a new and entirely different subject! The effect of this 
arrangement on the original story may be easily imagined. 


{81} Conflation is in general not so easy to detect and prove as in the case 
of Nilakantha. We can date Nilakantha with fair accuracy. Again, Nila- 
kantha, who is one of the latest of our commentators, has himself vouchsafed 
some information as to how he has prepared his text. We have no such re- 
liable data in the case of the majority of the manuscripts or versions of our 
critical apparatus. 


Take, for instance, the case of the sub-group G,.2...; of the Grantha ver- 
sion. In opposition to other manuscripts belonging to the same recension and 
even the saine version, G,...,., contain, as shown above, an astonishingly large 
number of passages which are found otherwise only in some inferior manus- 
cripts of the Northern recension. Now is this a case of contamination of the 
four MSS. G,.,,,,, from a Northern source ; or are the common passages a 
remnant of the lost archetype, which were somehow lost in the remaining 
manuscripts of the Southern recension ?* There is apparent agreement here 
between independent versions. But is this agreement original? The clumsy 
interpolator of a remote ancestor of G,..,.; happens to have supplied us 
with the means of answering these questions. He has left behind, quite un- 
intentionally, an impress of his “ finger-prints,” so to say, by which we can 
easily and confidently trace him and examine his handiwork. The said manus- 


1 ERAS, 1897. 723 footnote. 2 Italics mine! 
3 Cf. Rusen, Acta Orientalia, 8. 250; SuKTHANKAR, “Epic Studies UII”, 
ABI. 11. 269 ff, 
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cripts contain a Northern stanza (belonging to manuscripts of class y)—a 
mere string of attributes of Garuda—wedged in at a place where it can be 
construed neither with what precedes nor with what follows. This proves 
incontrovertibly that these four manuscripts G,.,5 have been compared with 
some Northem manuscripts, and makes it highly probable that the other 
doubtful stanzas, which they have in common with the Northern recension, 
have crept into their text in the same surreptitious way. At least this is the 
most plausible explanation of the anomaly. But even such confirmatory 
evidence is not always available. 

The reader need not be sceptical about the possibilities of such indiscri- 
minate conflation and addition. The critical apparatus, if closely scrutinized 
and properly understood, will reveal numerous instances of a similar charac- 
ter. Even a close study of the Kumbhakonam edition, prepared in our own 
times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men- 
tality of the old redactors of the Mahabharata : parallel and even contradic- 
tory "versions are placed quite unconcemedly side by side, regardless of the 
effect on the reader, regardless of the fact that sentences are left hanging in 
the air, that passages do not construe. Here one notices above all the 
anxiety that nothing that was by any chance found in the Mahdbhdrata 
manuscript should be lost. Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in 
a picturesque disarray. 

Another important fact that must be kept in view in dealing with these 
interpolations is this. The older the borrowal and the more interesting the 
passage borrowed, the wider will be the area over which it will spread in its 
new habitat. It then becomes difficult to prove the borrowal. 

Thus there is a certain group of passages which are found in all ver- 
sions except in S, and K (that is, in the group v), for example, the Kani- 
kaniti1 In the particular case of the Kanikaniti, there appears to be sufficient 
extrinsic and intrinsic evidence to make it {82} highly probable that the pas- 
sage is spurious, and the corresponding agreement between some of the 
(more or less) independent versions is unoriginal. 

There are indeed yet more difficult cases, where the evidence pro et contra 
of documentary and intrinsic probability is equally balanced, as far as we 
can at present judge. In such cases we are forced to look for small things 
which look suspicious and lead us to probabilities, not facts. 

The problem is clearly not solved by formulating ¢ priori a hypothesis as 
to the interrelationship of the different versions and fix the text in terms of 
some preconceived formula; for instance, by assuming as absolutely inde- 
pendent a certain number of these divergent versions, and laying down an 
arithmetical nile that whatever is common to two or more of such and such 
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versions must be original. In this method, we can easily deceive ourselves and 
others ; for the results arrived at will appear sounder than in reality they 
are. Even though the formal operations may be a piece of flawless logic, 
nevertheless the results, being based on premises possibly unsound though 
apparently clear and definite, may be wholly fictitious. The study of the 
manuscripts themselves must first teach us what their interrelationship is. 
And they unmistakably indicate that their interrelationship is of most com- 
plex character. The critical apparatus is a veritable labyrinth of complicated 
and intermingled versions, each with a long and intricate history of its own 
behind it. We have unfortunately no single thread to guide us out of the 
maze, but rather a collection of strands intertwined and entangled and lead- 
ing along divergent paths. With the epic text as preserved in the extant 
Mahabharata manuscripts, we stand, I am fully persuaded, at the wrong 
end of a long chain of successive syntheses of divergent texts, carried out-— 
providentially—-in a haphazard fashion, through centuries of diaskeuastic 
activities ; and that with the possible exception of the Sérada (Kaswiri) 
version, which appears to have been protected by its largely unintelligible 
script and by the difficulties of access to the province, af versions are indis- 
criminately conflated, 

Now it goes without saying that the genetic method (operating with an 
archetype and a stémma codium) cannot strictly be applied to fluid texts 
and conflated manuscripts ; for, in their case, it is extremely difficult, if not 
utterly impossible, to disentangle completely, by means of purely objective 
criteria, their intricate mutual relationships. The documentary evidence is no 
doubt supremely important, but the results, arrived at from a consideration 
of the documentary probability, must be further tested in the light of intrinsic 
probability. No part of the text can be considered really exempt from the 
latter scrutiny, when we are dealing with a carelessly guarded text such as 
we have in the present instance. A careful study of the critical notes wilt! 
show—if, indeed, the foregoing remarks have not made it abundantly clear— 
that all the problems which present themselves for solution in editing any 
text from manuscripts are present in the case of the Mahabharata on a colos- 
sal scale and in an intensified form. We must, therefore, clearly recognize 
that a wholly certain and satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine 
form-~even the so-called Satasahasri samhita form—may be a task now be 
yond the powers of criticism. 

CRITICL EDITIONS OF THE DIFFERENT VERSIONS 
No doubt, in view of some of these difficulties, one scholar has sug- 
gested that to expedite and facilitate the work, we should, as a first step, 
before any attempt is made {83} to constitute the final text of the Maha- 
bharata, critically edit all the different versions That, it must be said, is a 


Cf, Lesny, Archiv Orientéidl, vol. 5 (1933), p. 159, 
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rather tall order, as any one will admit, who has any practical experience of 
editing the Mahabharata in any shape or form, critical or otherwise. But 
perhaps funds and workers—not to speak of patience—can be found to edit a 
dozen or more lakhs of stanzas comprising the dozen or more versions of the 
Great Epic, There remains, however, yet another and a more fundamental 
difficulty, which appears to have wholly escaped the attention of the leamed 
critic, The difficulty is that it is practically impossible to edit even a single 
version of the Mahabharata—or for that matter of any other text—wholly 
satisfactorily, without considering the entire evidence, that is, without, at the 
same time, consulting the readings of all other versions. Suppose we examine 
six manuscripts of a version (Grantha) in order to prepare a critical text of 
that version. It may happen that four of them (G,.....;), which are con- 
flated manuscripts, have a “secondary” reading, while only two (G,.,) have 
the correct reading. In these circumstances, the true character of the variants 
could never be inferred from the readings of this version (G) itself ; it would 
be shown only by other versions (T or M or N). In fact, there is no way 
of finding out whether any of the manuscripts of a particular version are 
conflated (if they happen to be conflated) without consulting the other 
versions. And, if for the editing of each of the indivual versions, we have 
to scrutinize and weigh the entire evidence, we might as well get busy with 
the work of preparing the final text, assuming of course that a final (critical) 
text has to be prepared. 

That consideration apart, even if we assume, for the sake of argument, 
that all the dozen or more versions lie before us in a critically edited shape, 
our main task is not made any easier on that account. One has to go through 
the same mental processes in picking out or reconstructing the correct read- 
ings, whether, as at present, the variae lectiones are concentrated on a single 
page of the critical edition or have to be searched in a dozen or more different 
provincial editions, arranged round about the critic in a semi-circle. Prepar- 
ing all these different editions would not by itself give us the correct readings. 
Some of them, moreover, would but slightly differ from each other, for 
instance, the editions of the Bengali and the Devanagari versions, and it 
would mean useless duplication of labour. All that is really needed to facili- 
tate our work is a critical edition of the Southern recension, An attempt 
to supply that need is now being made by Professor P. IP. S, Sastri in his 
edition of the Mahabharata, referred to already. 


THE VULGATE AS BASE 
Another high authority, while full of apparent admiration for the 
way in which the work is being done at present at the Institute, has with 
much pathos and eloquence deprecated this hastily prepared, eclectic text. 
All that we need to do at present, according to this scholar, is to reprint the 
Vulgate, giving merely the veriae lectiones of the manuscripts collated and 
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leaving each individual reader to constitute his own text, unhampered and 
uninfluenced by the obtrusive personality of some editor who stands like a 
monitor between the reader and his author. The learned critic is evidently 
of opinion that any average reader, who picks up an edition of the Great 
Epic for casual study is better qualified to reconstruct the text than the editor 
who has made a special study of the [84} problem! That is a paradox 
natural to the subtle mentality of the learned critic. But we need not take 
it too seriously, Whatever the Average Reader might or might not be able 
to do, I beg to submit that the Critical Reader, like the learmed scholar whose 
opinion I am quoting, would not be any the worse off, if he is put in poeses- 
sion of this “Recension of Poona” For, who and what is to prevent him 
from constituting his own text from this critical edition? Whoever makes the 
text—even if Brhaspati himself were to come down and constitute the text— 
the Critical Reader would undoubtedly reject it as it would surely not fit 
in with his ideas of what is right and what is wrong. The Critical Reader 
has the same freedom of action whether he has before him the critical 
text or the Vulgate. The Vulgate, as far as I can judge, is no better suited 
for serving as the base than the present text. 

It may, however, be that the hesitation of the learned authority is 
really due to a categorical objection to interfering in so definite a manner with 
the received text. Should that be the case, it is certainly difficult to appre- 
ciate the veneration of this scholar for the form of a text which was made up, 
probably, also in great haste but with inadequate and insufficient materials, 
only in the last quarter of the seventeenth century, that is, only about 250 
years ago. It is surely illogical to assume that a text which has been built 
up largely on unscientific conjecture is sow beyond the reach of conjecture. 

A simpler and more probable explanation still of the hesitating attitude 
of the leamed critic might perhaps be that his theoretical misgivings are 
based on a rather hasty study of both the Vulgate and the critical text. For, 
the text of the Vulgate is so corrupted and so obviously contaminated that it 
would be a criminal neglect of his duty for any intelligent editor now to re- 
print the Vulgate, when he has at hand the material to control its vagaries 
and to correct its absurdities. 


ONE SELECTED MANUSCRIPT AS BASE. 

No doubt to remedy the inherent defects in the last method as also to 
avoid the dreaded samkara of premanas, it has been suggested by other 
scholars that the best course would be to select ome manuscript, the beat 
manuscript extant (of any version presumably) and print it, with minimal 
change, correcting only the obvious and indispensable clerical errors and add- 
ing the variants of the collated manuscripts? This expedient, though un- 

1 Journal Asiatique, Oct.Dec. 1929, p. 347. 

* ©. V. Vawya, JBBRAS. 1920. 367, 
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questionably simple and “safe”, and in most cases indubitably effective, 
fails totally in the present instance, for two reasons: firstly and chiefly, 
owing to the negligible age of our manuscripts, which are barely five hundred 
years old ; and, secondly, owing to the systematic conflation which has been 
carried on through ages of revisional and amplificatory activity. By follow- 
ing any manuscript—even the oldest and the best—we shall be authenticating 
just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it is the express aim of this 
method to avoid ! 

This suggestion, however, has special interest, because the principle 
underlying it has now been, partly and timidly, put into practice by Profes- 
sor P. P, S, SastRri, in preparing his edition of the Southern recension, whereas 
the three foregoing methods are mere castles in the air of theoretical critics. 


{85} A CRITIQUE OF PROFESSOR SASTRI'S METHOD 


Professor Sastri’s edition is an excellent demonstration of the inade- 
quacy of the underlying principle, which has been repeatedly advocated, 
showing up its defects as nothing else could. What Professor SASTRI set out 
to do is (to quote his own words) : “to print the text as it is in the original 
palm-leaf, liberty being taken only to correct scriptorial blunders, to weigh the 
different readings in the additional manuscripts and choose the more import- 
ant ones [scil. readings] for being added to the text by way of footnotes ”.* 
How difficult it is to carry this out verbatim in practice and at the same time 
to present a half-way readable text may be realized when we see how SasiRI 
has had to doctor his text. A few examples may be added to elucidate the 
point. To begin with, SasTRI does not follow the parvan division, nor the 
adhyfiya division, of his basic manuscript, adding and omitting colophons 
arbitrarily, in order to reach some imaginary norm. Secondly, he adds an 
adhydya of 40 lines after his adhy. 164, which is not found in his manus- 
cript! Thirdly, he omits one whole adhyaya of 40 lines, after his adhy. 180, 
where ai Southern manuscripts, without exception (including his own exem- 
plar) have it, and is moreover unaccountably silent about the omission ! 
Fourthly, in one place (his adhy, 122) he has omitted fourteen lines of the 
text of his manuscript and added instead thirteen lines which are not found 
in any Southern manuscript !* Fifthly and lastly, in yet another place (his 
adhy. 214) he has added an interpolation (upakhydana) of 114 lines of which 
not a single line (as actually printed in SastrI's edition) is to be found in 
any of the six manuscripts utilized by him! These are some of the things 
that an extremely orthodox Southem Pandit actually does when he sets out 
with the avowed object of printing up a Southern manuscript as it és, correct- 
ing only “ scriptorial blunders.” 1 will not here speak of a certain number 

Italics mine ! 
‘The Mahabhirata, Vol. I, Introduction, p. xiii. 
Saster’s ed. 1. 122, 24-8; (page 803f.). 
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of spurious lines which appear to have crept insidiously inte his text from 
the Vulgate and whose existence even he probably does not suspect? The 
changes mentioned first are of a different order: they have been made by 
SastrI consciously and intentionally. 

Let me not be misunderstood. I do not blame Sastri in the least for 
taking such liberties with his manuscript, which is a tolerably good manus- 
cript (though probably not very old), but has its faults like any other manus- 
cript. I myself have had to proceed similarly, only more thoroughly, more 
systematically. Our methods are similar in practice, though not in theory ; 
that is, in Ais theory. SasTRI’s text is eclectic (an epithet often used by critics 
with a tinge of reproach, the ground of which it is not easy to perceive) : 
as eclectic as any other Mahabharata text, printed or in manuscript, that 1 
have seen. I have adduced the above instances chiefly to show what correct- 
ing merely “ scriptorial blunders" in Mahabharata textual criticism really 
ends in. 

Thus it will be seen that the method of printing a Mahabharata manus- 
cript as it is, viewed as a rigid principle, is a deplorable failure. The lateness 
of our manuscript material [86} and the peculiar conditions of transmission 
of the epic are responsible for the defection. They force upon us an eclectic 
but cautious utilization of all manuscript classes. Since all categories of 
manuscripts have their strong points and weak points, each variant must be 
judged on its own merits. 

WHAT IS THEN POSSIBLE ? 


The Mahabharata problem is a problem sui generis. It is useless to 
think of reconstructing a fluid text in a literally original shape, on the basis 
of an archetype and a slemma codicum. What is then possible? Our ob- 
jective can only be to reconstruct the oldest form of the text which it is pos- 
sible to reach, on the basis of the manuscript materiat available With that 
end in view, we must examine as many manuscripts—and above all as many 
classes of manuscripts—as possible, and group them into families. We must 
try to ascertain and evaluate the tradition of each family, eschewing late and 
worthless material. We may then consider the relation of these traditions 
in regard to the vartae lectiones, and the genuine and spurious parts of the 
text. Beyond that, we have to content ourselves with selecting the readings 
apparently the earliest and choosing that form of the text which commends 
itself by its documentary probability and intrinsic merit, recording again most 
carefully the variants, and the additions and omissions. A little critical re- 


2 eg. 1. 22. 280; 58. led; 82. dab; 184. 2720 (S has v. 1.); 194. 624 (no 
Me. has this Ine !); 203. 28* ; 212. 66} ; 215, 54% ; 216, 41, 43 (found only in N, 
Dn and printed editions) ; etc. References are to SAsTRI’s edition of course. It 
must be admitted that, when compared with the mass of the text these interpola- 
tions are really negligible. 

2 Cf. Livers, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1920, 1145. 
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mantement of the text need cause no alarm. For, as I have already observed, 
it is hardly logical to assume that a text which is largely based on conjecture 
is now beyond the reach of that principle. Of course there will always re- 
main many doubts, but that consideration should not prevent us from cor- 
recting those parts which can be corrected with confidence ; moreover, that 
limitation applies to our comparatively well preserved classical texts, despite 
the guarantee of the careful editings they have undergone. However, owing 
partly to the fluid character of the origina! and parly to the fragmentary and 
inadequate information we possess as regards the origin, growth and trans- 
mission of the text, it is incumbent on us to make Conservatism our watch- 
word. We must abstain from effecting any change which is not in some 
Measure supported by manuscript authority.? 
THE METHOD OF RECONSTRUCTION EXPLAINED 

The method I have followed in reconstructing the text cannot, unfortu- 
nately, be presented in the shape of short general rules. I shal! endeavour, 
however, to explain it as briefly as possible. 

The main principle underlying all speculation as to authenticity is the 
postulated originality of agreement between what may be proved io be (more 
or less) independent [87} versions, The principle I have tried to follow reli- 
giously—and I hope I have never deviated from it—is to accept as original a 
reading or feature which is documented uniformly by all manuscripts alike 
(NSS). 

For instance, we frequently come across three-lined! stanzas, one of whose 
lines is an “inorganic line”, that is, a line which can be added or omitted 
without detriment to sense or grammar. These seemingly superfluous lines, 
if proved by both recensions, have not been deleted ; they have been kept 
scrupulously intact. A more important instance is of the initial adhyayas 
of this parvan. The connection between adhy. 1-3 and what follows, as also 
the connection between the three adhydyas inter se, is of most loose character. 
There is further the suspicious circumstance that adhy. 4 begins precisely in 
the same way as adhy. 1; both adhydyas have in fact the identical opening 
(prose) sentence : 


ee 


2 Few scholars, I imagine, would endorse the view of Pandit Vidhushekhara 
BHATTACHARYA (Modern Review, Caloutta, for August 1928, page 176), that the 
first prose sentence of our Mahabharata (@Meags SHAT: GA: etc. ), though found 
in af MSS. without exception, should be deleted from the Criticif Edition, because 
it is intrinsically inappropriate in the context. He writes: “They [seil. 
those lines] are to be found in aif the different versions of which MSS. are 
collated for the present edition, though with eome variant readings, but can we be 
satisfied only with this ground: as to their being genuine”? That is a little too 
radical! This edition cannot and should not proceed so far, 
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In other words, adhy. 4 begins as though nothing had gone before! The prose 
sentence seems to fit better the context of adhy. 4 than the context of adhy. 1; 
but that is not material to my argument. It would have been possible to 
athetize the first three adhydyas in order to remove this anomaly, relegating 
them to the Appendix. But as all the four adhyayas are handed down in 
exactly the same form (with the usual amount of variants) in all manuscripts 
of both recensions, they were left perfectly intact. Here we have an old con- 
Ration of two different beginnings. They were not harmonious in juxtaposi- 
tion, but each was too good to lose, in the opinion of the ancient redactors. 
They therefore put both in, making but a poor compromise. 

Another passage that may be thought to need some radical treatment is 
the account of the cremation of Pandu and Madri. We are first told that the 
king died in the forest, and Madri mounted the funeral pyre and was burned 
with him (1. 116, 31). After this we read that their “bodies” (Sarire) are 
brought to the capital of the Kurus (1. 117. 30), and an elaborate royal 
funeral takes place. In the account given in the following adhyfya (118), 
from the description of the annointing and dressing of the king’s body, and 
from the remark that the king Icoked as if he were alive (1. 118. 20) : 

AISSe: Bg aTenhsitatra aT: | 
it is clear that no former burning is imagined. After Pandu had been burned 
with his favourite queen Madri on the funeral pyre, there could not have 
been (as HopKins? has justly pointed out) much corpse left or not enough 
to dress and smear with sandal paste! But the manuscripts do not render 
us any help here. The passage is handed down in identical form in all manus- 
cripts of both recensions. 

The above examples will show that the diaskeuasts did not always em- 
ploy any great art—I may add, fortunately—in conflating two discrepant ac- 
counts of an incident, which is by no means an easy task. To resolve such 
anomalies, however, is beyond the scope of this edition, since the entire 
manusctipt evidence unanimously supports the conflation, which is too old 
and deep-rooted to be treated by the ordinary principles of textual criticism. 
If we went about, at this stage of our work, athetizing such passages as were 
self-contradictory or as contradicted the data of some other part of the epic, 
there would not be much left of the Mahabharata to edit in the end. 

{88} I give in a footnote? the text of a hundred selected stanzas for 


"T” Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 172, footnote. 


3 Adhy. 1 ARRAN AAT RTTETT | 
Orn aerial Gee Fee | Riker wer Secale eaemeriry 4° 
aerator SETA TAA | Re | son edareet weweT TATA: 1 
Adhy. 26 Peet aeret oegegads v 93 


eal & Ren aft Rewer Rene 1 peeritrergereared STIS & eT | 
Sittwsttd aatarertear u ¢ | gate gernd & centres: 11 22 
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Adhy, 27 
werred fgets art & aferee ga: 1 
eT TAT UR 


faatsd gave aeat a Ree | 
omy 3 aaa: ates Be uv 
AU TAT FATED SATA: 1 
areca Rar aagater ages 
anitaks ae g Bt erat gat 
fear ara Search gaemn aaa ux 
TORT RATT BT SATA BAY: | 
Sra ae MARAT BAT: 1k 
Adhy. 29 
TaTaAT et aeaiseha Wry 
a ah am RBaquteraean: 0 93 
Adhy. 31 
gaimnat mter ae asta 7 
Raa ST Bo qaeeTT NF 
Adhy. 32 
amaeaeagl acrare Renae: | 
fait aX de sora eafta F FE k 
wren Re Hat sage F KeatETT | 
argparerreaig sgt F AERA 9k 
Adhy. 35 
aa: cafe at eat gh: cage | 
weene erent Boge TaTATT TNR 


Adhy. 38 
afte gues sary a1 
fied tie aa etered afer a 
Adhy. 39 
Wage: & aRrR: ETA Aa 
aettey mate cerita: Wx 
aeingt oat vel water Sore 
Be TF aa ST ARTA Ue 
farerraes gata oR4 AsherereTat 1 
ard Ssfiqarehs qeaeed gaia Uc 





ib 


which no variants, or only unimportant variants, have been recorded in the 


Adhy. 40 
adh 3 aereasrer et 
Sa eat: HAART: | 
BREN waghereT 
ate & cea aver afar: i», 


8 ad fqard eraarenigert i 2 
Adhy. 42 

ga Reems dare et Rt aeesaT | 

fea erat mere wet ATE: 

Ua eg g wae: ageaita wea: | 

aan Patter gfemrerseifertmrer: 1 4, 


Adhy. 45 
agit erate 8 Ben TET | 
wad wan at omer ue 


Adhy. 46 


aeenfireg fea wat agriers 4 
ae: wait ant: mT aegteoT tN 1 


Adhy, 48 
AePRRZ ATR: Gea AER | 
me: eae eros Dif TaSETT, 1 A 
aad Prement aig angen: t 
HERAT TEAS: TACIT WS, 


Adhy. 49 
aa aga Ga 4 seenrafsinn | 
agtatraser saanteqarale, 9 
ae @ agestasita awisrey | 
AUT TTASHE ST eR ARAL NR 
watery & ag at: TAR gM: | 
ary yatexrnanettey fRraeta: We 
FATT AMAT | 
at aaadghh: qaaPeaast: 0 Re 
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Adhy. 53 
2 ae: THEI Te: TRAST E | 
Siitaiemsranrs areat THAT: 1 Ye 
giana: qaqa 3 TETRM: | 
{69} dye seal Are qertse aeeTT 
grams eae St ratsaate 
wafeate aed 3 aaa aaredt 9s 
Adby. 54 
atatee act Raflorg ary 
MTA TSK: TERA SOT 8k 


set neh eens 


fet 8 amrde oem of Rater | 
Ree Fert a ae 
aa baat Oe: at ter aft 
rad: Tea et Deas gE: ns 
uaaraer 3 at ange Tie | 
ere GT TT TT HET: 94 
net: atatng qfarer Aer: | 
Seren at geo soem: 1 9%, 
Adby. 58 
Bremge: gfett gen Praga gat 
MATAATAT HER TAT UN 
aahin a aoa wattanfe aaa: 1 
witergrarangetrran: tl 34 
agen ¢ ad tat xe staat a1 
antiten aay eiraaayTEReTL 11 +4 
are epee: BF Beet TATA: | 
weaaed Te T weT a Tage Hn ve 
Adhy. 59 
srgett are: gar Piet: qeagha: 1 
neha Gout GRE: FY: de 
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Bre ATRTOT TR THTATCATTST ETT | 
area aroraeg Fue etiaany Me 
Adhy. 60 

meal: GAM: GA: THAT ATA: | 
Ryeieg Sey gerTTTTM: tt ¢ 
aredarea: ger: eergem safes | 
Jarret Regis Sle: awe: 0 84 
Adhy. 61 
Rarer weg aga: aati: 1 
Shroff rere: firth ernftheremt: ths 
FAIA TIS a | 
seen seers are th Gk 
apltate aeareinsn Gt aerer: | 
ant faf& a ceriyakagag 0 vk 
artery 7: GN te ee | 
THAR Fetaaaie: i vv 
Adhy. 64 
ARATET HAA MAT | 
aeaftortgs sian sega i te 
Adhy. 71 
argratamare sem Pacer | 
aed greens Ararat ga Uv 
Adhy. 73 
saee s&s geen Rates | 
saradter af Prat geval aeains 0 4 
eer geet area Aranett eat wet 
argeat daftersr gfe arrramata 3< 
Adhy. 76 
a2 act oet ang oF at 
geen arterer after gra: Ws 
Adhy. 81 
wer faedtiane: eeratdigeat: 1 
ahd Agha Re Aq a ada: uc 
Adhy. 91 
rer rT aieeaea eaparennereTL | 
Te Te: TARE wT BRETT Ht ¥ 
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Adhy. 93 a URAge SETTER | 
& ararerneet are | aremrereatty ger anf TT Se te 
plete pula Adhy. 138 
aren: att Road: eng aH eI! | sear ad arated eeu: | 
am atagenh a ARETE: 11S | gt feat aAReRUTT: ATE: BRIO 112s 
Garaget ar Rat qihewd Gee | Adhy. 139 | 
arquearaearatt arate SeaeeGT W Re wee ore % 48 Aa oar: | 
Adhy. 94 ag werent ant vtader F< 
& went anit agai ahr | Adhy. 152 
ReaiteceentiagTTeTL th 4 8 SqHQUET Ta THRT se 
am: saRreatend sing aanitaat | = | aa a weet i 
Gat Raactseteq feat eed Ye = see 
Adby. 96 pana tat 
i ° fateey sore mea eT: | 
wext aaarraend: ae Frere: 1 — atgmTATATEy ut Ae 
erent: Se MAAR, | 4c pastel pescbpee aaah 
Adhy. 102 aise Reset apn arnt qraedisae Ry 
reer geri Pea AGT: | Adhy. 159 
somata arene TERT Ga TN | ae aceon om CaTAAe | 
Adhy. 117 mama at Meta arent aogier 94 
aren Rregedert aercaee sae | 
a afrqetdieatraerigag: 9% Sada age cae ct 
{90} Adhy. 125 afetsetia Hen a ster aT Se 
apaeerat & ART saqfien | . 
iterated way Adby. 170 
Adhy. 127 pip akan ce 
“ aaron mit war ae 
pniisRrvertitte: fircat arrest il = Adhy. 192 


aes TTR FAA TT: | 
GAR aieutetigatee: 0 2 
eet gah: Ranga AERTS: | 
BETTER OF RT NS 
Adhy. 132 
recat erOeH ART TCT | 
see AGRON FIRED RHATEL Uf 
8 


ong gaat aa fet arg: Be | 
aPeRTTAT Agha Sila BIT TNS 


Adhy. 194 
ferd = aalefta efrrer fat 73 1 
art fe wa: exerat fem: orftatet 0 9¢ 
3 a8 9 caren aging | 
Sey aNy Sean eTHENTT 4S 
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critical notes ; of these about {91} thirty have no variants at all, while the 
remaining (seventy) show only insignificant variants, such as transposition, 
substitution of synonyms, and so on. The number of the latter class of 
stanzas could naturally be easily augmented, by increasing the latitude of 
permissible variation. Being handed down uniformly in all manuscripts 
alike, they may be regarded as authentic (as least as far as manuscript evi- 
dence goes), forming 80 to say, pieces of firm bedrock in the shifting quick- 
sands of Mahiibhirata poetry. As such they will be valuable for the study 
of epic style, diction, vocabulary and so on. 

To return to the question of text reconstruction. The mule arising out of 
the agreement between independent recensions or versions is easy to compre- 
hend and simple to apply ; only its sphere of operation is rather restricted. 
Difficulties arise when there is fluctuation; and that is the normal state. 
‘When there was fluctuation, the choice fell, as a corollary of the previous 
tule, upon a reading which ts documented by the largest member of ‘(what 
prima facie appear to be) more or less independent versions, and which is 


Adhy. 198 Adhy. 206 
em stafa & arat Ren stay ar get | auferts ger @ atfen framed 
Rem greet « aedat cere: U4 | Sfetisterreiendstian a 92 

Adby. 199 

h Adhy. 210 
aa g reve ate: Seg TAT | cet: ada : 
strident es ant = geri 3 a aa eacanten 4: 
compel @ aight cqrrearg yea: 1 - 


cat & geremntat Bae ct 0 x Adhy, 211 
‘Adhy. 200 ders orate aaa tera | 
rat waeniter wivett water 1 RANI: TAMAS ATMS SST Hl § 


: " g | Ca oie: shining geareg 1 
mere at re Fre aver ARNETTE 4 athe ats 


Adhy. 202 : 
swrfeedt srarenret eget Retteca: 1. Adhy. 212 
mmghteng seed eg grctegreat: nq | 8 aarerr ake: aaalafirr: ai 
Adhy. 203 rarer cesT: TRA tLe 
at ceqerdht oe 28: frames 1 Adhy. 220 
se inp anata eat age: a ReRTRT eee 
aa Geet od a sro fageterr 1 BY ay eRe We 
Adhy. 205 Adhy. 225 


Bai agattest carat | FL A TEENY aACAy 1 
wat gor atat araiat kaart 3 et oer seer Tower wae: th 4° 
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supported by intrinsic probability. Diagrammatically we might represent the 
types as follows : 

(i) N,=S=Text. (ii) N=S, = Text, (ii) N, = S, = Text. 


N - s ™& & 
N, s, Ns 8 


‘Tne presumption of originality in these cases is frequently confirmed by a 
lack of definite agreement between the discrepant versions. The commonest 
application of this rule is when S, K or B (with or without D) agree with 
S against their own agnates. Numerous examples of this type of agreement 
have been adduced above (pp. Liv, LXII). 
Occasionally we get “ double” agreement, that is, agreement between two 
or more groups of each recension (N, = S, and N, = §,) ; for example, when 
(1) +S, K=M, and simultaneously B = TG, 
or (2) 8, K=TG, and simultaneously B = M. 
Here one of the agreements must, generally speaking, be accidental, since 
both can hardly be original ; and either may be adopted, if they have equal 
intrinsic merit. Owing to the much greater correctness and reliability of 6, 
K, I have, as a rule, adopted the readings of this group, other things being 
equal. 


When the two recensions have alternate readings neither of which can 
have come from the other and which have equal intrinsic merit (N: 5), 1 
have, for the sake of consistency and with a view to avoiding unnecessary 
and indiscriminate fusion of versions, adopted, as @ stop-gap, the reading 
of N. This rule is of very common application, since one constantly comes 
across readings which are but paraphrases of each other and between which 
it is imposeible to discriminate. Examples of such alternative readings are : 


N s 
1, 23 rat: qtr oda eee: || ath: atetey qraey AER 11. 23 
1. BL see are et weer RA. 
54. 3 Sfierarererae: aun ait: 2... 54. 8 
57. 30 gerdeme epee: at que: we... | 57. 30 


GO. 9 mgeermraengureferergcrershe: 1 | ergerehewnger Seam wees: 1 60. 9 
60, 10 qrarerraaqerRrl es mer: | Heater arti g erresreeaT | 60. 10 
{92}65. 20 ga errarere eee Gereaer! | EeqaTaTT RIK ge sek METI: 1-65. 20 
65. 35 wary wey wat cea | Ceres Salih ret By 

wags! fermi 6... 65. 35 
65, 35 carer at feat arom see... 65. 85 
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N s 

66. 2 arran erateienny, araan sie. ww 66. 2 
66. 3 after ae: a ads eam. 2 |. 66. 8 
66, 9 gaErtt creplaeTeRdaTL ararrraaen wf edits 66. 9 
73. 4 a% Saeitet emt went... 
106, 6 eteitiey wegen: eftareditee | sores: etopeat me qeumerere | 106, 9 

wt 
107, 20 gqmeat amarsnreetar sR | Oe afer Acer genderaTETeT | 107, 20 

faa st) 

omar ara etenigemet | soo oterte ame Sterna: tl 

fahren 


200. 9 anREae Raha meee | ote eters g ERISA ATE: 1200. 9 


When the above tests break down or when they give only a negative 
result, the expedient adopted by me was to find a reading which best explains 
how the other readings may have arisen. The true reading in this case hag 
often proved to be a Jectio dificilior, or an archaism or a soleciem, the desire 
to eliminate them being the cause of the variation. Here follow some 
examples of variation due to the lectio difficilior : 

57. 7 wa: “udder” (v. 1. em, &, ae, Ta: Nil, Sty: ai:, we, 
aS, We) 

57. 29 afeem: proper name (v. 1. aram:, Gam:, Arte, etc ) 

96, 16 genet from gat “ shining” (v. 1. atfet, tarat ) 

98. 13 ara (doublet of atqq) “younger” (v. 1. wag, AT aH: 
attr) 

98, 18 wax ( v. L agR, TqR, FW, etc. ) 

102. 18 safnit (v. 1. at Ret, Man, afew: ) 

103, 13 arerettat ( v.1. arent, aed ow, anaqat, arafiat, etc. ), 

EMENDATION 

Emendation has played a very inconspicuous réle in the preparation of 
the constituted text. JUnterpretation has in general been given preference over 
emendation, Even in the case of corrupt passages, the reading of some 
‘ manuecript or other gives sense, though it may not be the original sense, not 
even a wholly satisfactory sense. Precipitate emendation is, however, to be 
deprecated ; for experience has shown that but a small proportion of scholars’ 
corrections are really amendments. Moreover, in this special case, we know, 
as yet, too little about the epic idiom and the epic world altogether ; as also 
about the vicissitudes of the epic text. Besides, who can say that the original 
was linguistically uniform, and conformed to any particular norm? What 
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would be the style of a work which in the main is obviously a compilation ? 

The text, as it has been fixed by me, contains about 35 emendations, 
The corrections are generally very slight, being concerned mostly with single 
isolated words, never with whole passages. Wherever even a single letter has 
been added, omitted or altered, without the authority of any of the manus- 
cripts, I have inserted an asterisk (*) in the text. 

Only in very few instances do the emendations effected in this edition 
make any difference to the sense , e. g. 1. 41. 5 wdsssatenmftrega:, where the 
word ( ett )aft has been [93] added to the pada, a word found only in D,; the 
other readings are: v4 ai, ad ater, ad erat, aig ae, at era’ 
(Chypermetric ! ), wasftaeret, acf dari’, seven combinations, each having a 
different syllable between % and 4 | Ina few cases the emendation affects 
merely some grammatical form of the stanza in question; e.g. 1. 86.5 
aterttht “args fred, where the readings for ates are Rzqea, oes, Wee, 
saga ( corruption of last? ), avatar, |, anata, 7 weezer ( hypermetric 1). 

But the large majority of our emendations concern merely metre and 
sandhi. My study of the manuscript material led me to the conclusion that 
there was an ever growing antipathy, firstly, to hypermetric padas, in fact to 
any form of metrical irregularity; and, secondly, to forms of sandhi not 
sanctioned or countenanced by Panini’s great grammar. In particular, there 
is noticeable a strong aversion to hiatus, even where it was permitied by rules 
of grammar. Hiatus between padas also came to be disapproved and was 
removed by such expedients as that of adding a meaningless &, god 
at the beginning of the posterior pada. 

Manuscripts betray the surreptitious efforts of the scribes and redactors 
to eliminate hiatus (sometimes even when it is grammatically permissible ) 
in the following instances among others: 1. 2. 91 {between padas } 
aaaraet | germ af dae: ; 2. 130 qweat enguraa (8 readings) ; 2. 150 
Wa UM aT; 2. 212 aq apwaare?; 9. 11 ( between padas) “arom t 
afteg; 15. 2 geen squad; 21. 3 we engy wat; 33. 18 ater 
seftas: ; 33. 22 at eat and fay ud; 36. 7a aed (va ge, aad’); 
41, 8 nd erftrnitgen: ; 41. 21 av ar enitger: (v. 1. enitger:); 45, 13 
( between padas ) peg 1 seRTaTaTAa ( v. 1. ate’, aera’, ge”); 50. 17 cH 
eaeat safest ( v.1. afrat) aemare: ; 60. 4 maPrcira abt: (v1. “oemPR:, °T 
waftr:, Cora: ); 65. 24 ( between padas) gyi 1 at (S “Wdanit) ; 72. 22N 
Rat Ga" (S Ratha"); 76. 18 efi aefiger ( v. areghh, Sag’, “arehe’, 
Serrafa” ); 83. 3 “ater eraara (v1 meat’, aa’, wTRT ); 84. 13 areit erent 3, 
85. 8 war ore aitacaem (v. 1. maretat <a); 94. 38 AR erat ( men”, 
atem’, ten); 96. 42 (between padas) edt i Senin (v.1. earn’, 
remy’, Serer’, eran’, aha”); 98. 8 sade ont (y. 1 ee, me, one 

Ba 
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seaft &); 99. 15 @ erga; 99. 39 ( between padas) Sxatter sae, 
(vb giart); 100. 2 Refit emmeqt; 101. 3 q ene’ (v. 1. span’, ea’); 
103. 5 ( between padas ) ST | agent (v.L ay’, ag, Ga’, wa’, etc. ); 
107. 32 (between padas) smaqeatt 1 ema (S.Ki ement); 109. 7 
( between padas ) “Set 1 7f8° (Mea @fR°); 109. 21 (between padas ) 
@ 1 spats ©; 110. 28 af erat; 112. 31 ar egurat; 114. 38 Saqrtet (v. 1. 
“enat, “amrat, ‘Prevamt, ‘nghint); 116. 25 aeater ergueet; 148. 1 fatter 
sprettd ; 152. 19 ad onseq:; 157. 13 erat ge: (6 readings ); 183. 3 ( bet- 
ween pidas) ate ¢ aituftert (Nins. eft); 218. 11 ( between padas ) 
mrgtaa | aftst. -— It is evident that sandhi was originally more flexible. 
It is only in later phases of literature that writers make a shibboleth of it. 
Similar efforts to correct hypermetric lines may be seen from : 
20. 2 farat faonaeat (v. 1. fqoment Raat, fren eereat, Peorest 
= ) 
78. 23° waht aera sree (v. 1. sitet and ya for eaftt; also Rg: aes 
afta, aon serdar ) 
92. 4, cart fe wea, (v. 1. HF SAR wea, ea Aare, 
f& 3 sent ee ) 
94, 74 MOAI ( SISTAY HU, TT AIIM, OTE ANA” ). 
Owing to the increasing sensitiveness to solecism, we find likewise 
different efforts made, independently of each other, to purge the text 
of what came to be regarded as stylistic blunders or corruptions in 
the ancient text. Examples of attempts made to [94] remove solecisms 
are: 1. 1.190 § q@ adhe (vb ate 3 a, & ahs a); 2. 93 
got wm ime (ve uber eer om, TET TET Tet); 7.26 gainer 
(v.1. garg, as, att); 9. 2 Ree (v1 eae, wet); 21.6 qe 
(airatsa’, sreitsa’); 43.14 gaa (v.L emma, erart); 46. 37 ott 
(v.L afin appr); 48. 24 er simeapt (v. 1. araerenrt); 96. 44 gu 
gheata (v. 1. waraghegite ); 123. 16 attest am ( v. 1. aeermdl ); 124. 24 
auf pass, pres. part. (v. 1. sara); 141. 7 afrent (v. 1 & org Renft), 
151. 23 om avadt( v. L areeqrera ); 154, 24 aritceqregert ( v. L WTEsITAEA’ ); 
165. 24 wenfiqufa 3 aPe (v. 1. fea a wergd etc. ); 169. 20 gan aad 
(v. 1. ah ated etc. ); 184.18 aa (vb wafa, sais, aha, Safa; 
afta, aefia, aft 1); etc., ete. 
Tadd examples of Aypermetric padas (generally with the echeme 
vvovc~use=), which are the result of emendation: 1. 30.7 sftgentiart 
F*, 1. 155. 35 sanfert 3 get met, 


PROLEGOMENA 9 
And, finally, examples of stiatus as the result of emendation : 
51. 8 anit* ey eaten 110, 28 af “erat were 


57. 20 feat “sega gt: 116. 25 aster +ageeaat 

98. 8 oradelt *ent ser 119. 11 ate’ *aftwe 

99.15 an a “afirg? 147, 2 teiht “ore, 

100. 2 fea *arafreaa 148. 1 faften *ereetd 

103, 5 ame are se “agen | 157. 13 cegeeTT tee: 
FO 207. 17 ge *aferayr & 

110. 20 arg aaa ait *erdtdgah- | 214. 9 where *efesiter 
Fat 224. 5 dacqarat (sing. ) *arfird, 


It is important to remember that emendation has been resorted to merely 
for the purpose of unifying divergent and conflicting manuscript evidence, 
never in opposition to clear and unanimous testimony of manuscripts. The 
emendations are thus not amendments of the text in the ordinary sense of the 
word, made in order to eke out a better sense when the manuscripts yield no 
Sense or an unsatisfactory sense ; they are rather an effort to find, so to say, 
a hypothetical focus towards which the discrepant readings converge. 


THE “ ADDITIONAL” PASSAGES 


The uniformity of the interrelationship of the different manuscripts, ver- 
sions or recensions, as has been already explained, is disturbed chiefly by 
comparison and conflation of manuscripts. A constant and fmitful source 
of confusion, as was pointed out above, has always been the marginalia. 
A more dangerous and troublesome source was the practice of incorporating 
into one's text—without stating the source and without much explanatory 
comment—passages found in other versions. It may be surmised that cele- 
brated places of pilgrimage like Ujjayini RameSvaram, Kasi, and others, 
with recitations of the epics held periodically in their famous shrines, have 
played an important réle in the dissemination of the knowledge of local ver- 
sions among the pious visiting pilgrims, whose number undoubtedly included 
the bards and the professional reciters of the epics. 

{95} Much light is thrown on the origin of these misch-codices by the 
MS. K,, a manuscript belonging to the Bombay Government Collection depo- 
sited at the Institute. In this manuscript we find long extracts from other 
cognate versions (such as y) as also from the Southern recension, written out 
on separate folios and inserted at appropriate places in the body of the ma- 
nuscript, with the words apyytyqsas written on the margin of the original 





3 Bana’s Kadamberi (ed. PETERSON, p. 61) refers to a recitation of the Mbh. 
on the fourteenth day of thz half month in the temple of Mahakdila at Ujjain, which 
the queen attends. 
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folio, near the place where the passage is to be interpolated. Should this 
Manuscript happen to be copied again and should the copyist insert the 
passage at the place indicated by the previous scribe, the interpolation would 
become an integral part of the new text which is externally absolutely indis- 
tinguishable from the rest of the text. 

This leads us to the question of “ additional” passages in general, Our 
attitude with regard to them is quite clear, in my opinion. The first and 
foremost source of our knowledge as to what the Mahabharata comprises, is 
and must remain the manuscript evidence itself. For example, the question 
—which seems to trouble a great many people, judging by the inquiries on 
the point received at the Institute—whether the Uttaragitaé, Gajendramokga 
and Anusmyti are parts of the Mahabharata, must be answered by the 
manusctipts themselves. If none of our manuscripts contain these passages, 
it is prima facie evidence that they are not partsof the Mahabharata, There is 
nothing to suggest that our Mahabharata manuscripts have suffered any 
serious loss at any time, There never was any lack of manuscripts, many of 
which were preserved carefully in temples, and which must have been copied 
Tepeatedly, for the enhancement of merit. There is no evidence of any break 
in the tradition at any time or any place, within the confines of India at 
least. The probable inference is that our menusctipts contain all that was 
there originally to hand down, and more. What late writers and commenta- 
tors have said about passages not found in our manuscripts is always a mat- 
ter of secondary importance ; it cannot ipso facto nullify or override the pri- 
mary evidence of manuscripts. Such extrinsic testimony has only local or 
personal value ; it can always be rebutted by the evidence of the Mahabharata 
manuscripts. 


Likewise, whether an episode, adhyaya, passage, stanza or line may be 
regarded as belonging to the Mahabharata or not must primarily depend up- 
on whether the manuscripts contain it. Extrinsic evidence, in so far as it is 
valid, will principally hold good only for the period or locality to which it be- 
longs. Intrinsic evidence may be considered ; but, ‘being of a subjective cha- 
racter, it must be used with caution. Our primary evidence being the ma- 
nuscripts themselves, we are bound to view with suspicion, as a matter of 
principle, any part of the text which is found only in one recension, or only 
in a portion of our critical apparatus. Therefore, the evidence for such pas- 
Sages as are contained only in one manuscript, or a small group of manus- 
cripts or versions, or even in a whole recension must be pronounced to be 
defective. Consequently, ali lines belonging to one recension only, and @ 
fortiort such as pertain to a combination of manuscripts amounting to less 
than a recension, for which there is nothing corresponding in the other recen- 
sion and which are not absolutely necessary for the context—all lines, in 
short, with a defective title—have been placed in the footnotes or the Appen- 
dix, pending further inquiry regarding their credentials. 
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Such passages are not all necessarily spurious. There might be a hun- 
dred good reasons why the questionable passages are missing in a particular 
recension or version. It might conceivably be, for instance, that the shorter 
recension represents (as certain [96} scholar has said) “a mutilated and 
hastily put together composition of the Middle Indian Redactors, who could 
not lay their hands on al! manuscripts of the Mahabharata”. The shorter 
version might again be, theoretically, a consciously abridged or expurgated 
version, Or, more simply, the omission might be due to mere oversight of 
some ecribe who had quite unintentionally omitted the defaulting passage and 
this mistake of the first scribe had been perpetuated by the other copyists. 
And so on and so forth, But all these are mere possibilities, All these reasons 
in general and particular must be adduced and proved, or at least made pro- 
bable, in any given case. Moreover, the manuscripts clearly show that there 
has been in progress, through centuries, constant comparison of manuscripts. 
In view of this circumstance, the explanation that the omission of a passage 
in a whole version might be due to a scribe’s omission loses much of its force. 
Omission is as ‘much a fact in Mahabharate textual tradition as addition. 
And it is fair to demand of a person who alleges the authenticity of such 
one-recension passages why the rival recension does not contain it.? 

The general condemnation of a recension or version that it is mutilated, 
merely on the ground that it lacks certain passages that are found in a rival 
recension or version, is entirely meaningless ; for the argument might easily 
be reversed, so that the controversy will resolve merely into mutual vitupe- 
tation. What I mean is this. From the fact that one of the recensions, say 
N, does not contain a certain passage or a certain set of passages found in 
another, say S, it is illogical to argue that N is a mutilated version ; because 
such an argument can with equal cogency be applied to S, in regard to certain 
other passages that are missing in S but found in N. The point is so im- 
portant and at the same time so difficult to grasp that I shall endeavour to 
make my meaning clearer with the help of a concrete illustration. My con- 
tention is this. From the fact that the Southern recension contains, say, the 
Najayani episode (App. 1, No. 100), which is missing in the Northen re- 
cension, it would be illogical to argue that the Northern recension is defective 


1 P,P. S, Sastri, The Mahabharata, Vol. 2, Introduction, p, viii. 

® Cf. Liners, “Zur Sage von Rsyaémga”, Nachrichten. von der kinigh. Ge- 
sell, der Wiss, 2u Gottingen. Phil-hist. KI. 1901, 42: "Allein wie man dber die 
Erklarung solcher Verschiedenheiten innerhalb der Nagarirecension auch denken 
mag, soweit es sich um die Verschiedenheiten zwischen N und G"—then, a for- 
tiori, between N and S—“handelt, halte ich es fiir ein durchaus richtiges Princip, 
in den Abschnitten, die im allgemeinen Vers fiir Vers iibereinstimmen wie z. B. der 
Text des Reyaérhiga-sage, einen Vers, der entweder in N oder in G fehlt, als ver- 
G&chtig, und wenn sich ein einleuchtender Grund fiir seine Einfiigung darbietet, als 
interpoliert zu betrachten, Wer solche Verse fiir echt hilt, mus: erklaren, wie ¢s 
kam, dass sie in der einen Recension fortgelassen wurden.” 
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or mutilated ; because one can, with equal cogency, seek to establish the muti- 
lation or defection of the Southern recension by pointing, say, to the Ganesa 
passage, which is found only in certain Northern manuscripts and is entirely 
missing in the Southern manuscripts. The argument could have been em- 
ployed with greater semblance of reason and plausibility, had there been only 
a mere plus or minus on either side, but is entirely without cogency in the 
present instance where there are both additions and omissions on both sides. 


{97} Originality and authenticity are, unfortunately, not the prerogative 
of any single recension or version or manuscript" They must be established, 
laboriously, chapter by chapter, line by line, word by word, syllable by syll- 
able2 The optimistic view that any extant manuscript, however old and 
trustworthy, of some favoured version or recension, could give us, with a 
few additions and alterations, the text of Vyasa’s Bharata or Mahabharata 
is the index of a naive mentality and does not need any elaborate refutation. 

‘The argument in favour of any particular recension or version or text 
is frequently sought to be strengthened by a reference to the authority of the 
Parvasarhgraha (Adi 2), a week reed on which every tyro leans rather heavi- 
ly in the beginning, and it would be well to examine the argument here. 


THE PARVASAMGRAHA ARGUMENT 


Until lately high hopes had been entertained that the Parvasarhgraha- 
parvan (Adi 2) would supply the clue to the solution of the perplexing ques- 
tion of the reconstruction of the original Mahabharata. But the paradoxical 
situation created by the circumstance that two different editors of the Virata- 
parvan, both of whom rely mainly on the data of the Parvasarhgraha for es- 
tablishing the originality and authenticity of their respective texts, have pro- 
duced critical editions of that parvan which differ by no less than 1467 
stanzas,° has created grave misgivings in the minds of unbiassed critics as to 
whether the Parvasathgraha can render us any help at all in reconstructing the 
text of the Mahiibhirata, and these misgivings appear justified by the facts 
of the case, 


The exaggerated importance which the late Mr. UTGIKAR was inclined to 
attach to the numerical data of the Parvasarhgraha, was, I believe, mainly, 
if not wholly, due to his mistaken belief that there was complete agreement 
between the two rival recensions in all material particulars as regards the 
text of this adhyaya. This erroneous and wholly unfounded notion seems to 


2 LUpers, op. cit. p, 43, justly asks: “ Wenn aber die Grantha-recension Zu- 
satze erfuhr, warum sollen wir denn annehmen, dass die Nagari-recension von ihnen 
verschont geblieben adi ?”. 

2 Cf. Wintsenttz, Geschichte der ind, Litteratur, 1, 3981. 

3 Mr. Utcmar’s text contains only 2083 stanzas; while in Professor SASTRI’s 
Southern Recension, the Viritapervan has 3500 stanzas! And both are said to be 
supported by manuscript authority. 
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have been induced by the ambiguous and thoroughly misleading character of 
the text of the Khumbhakonam edition, which claims to be an edition “mainly 
based on South Indian texts”, but presents a version of this adhyaya which 
has been unblushingly copied from the Bombay and Calcutta editions, ignor- 
ing wholly the Southem divergences, which are quite considerable. 


Not only are there discrepancies between the two recensions as regards 
the numbers of the adhyayas and the élokas in the various parvans, there is no 
complete agreement even between the different versions of the same recen- 
sion, Take, for instance, the case of the Adiparvan itself. Our constituted 
text (following the Sdrada codex) gives (1. 2. 96) the number of Slokas in 
the Adi as 7884. But this is not the only reading of that number. For the 
digit representing the thousands alone, the choice lies between seven, eight, 
nine and ten! There can, therefore, be no doubt that the text of this adh- 
yaya also has been tampered with and designedly altered, from time to time 
in various {98} ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated version 
of a later epoch. It will thus have to be admitted that the parvasarhgraha 
argument is of secondary importance and must not be pressed too far. 


Be that as it maly, it is extremely problematic whether we could make 
any use whatsoever of the Parvasathgraha enumeration of $lokas in the case 
of the Adi at least, because it will be difficult to compute the extent of this 
parvan and that for two reasons, Firstly, because this parvan, as is well 
known, contains two lengthy prose adhyayas (3 and 90). Taking the figure 
of the Parvasathgraha ta represent the exact extent of the whole of the Adi, 
it is not clear how the prose portions were computed by the compilers of the 
Parvasarhgraha. Most of the modern computers add the numbers of stanzas 
to the number of their respective prose sections, and arrive at the length of 
the Adi in Slokas ! But this is bad arithmetic. P. P, S. Sastri offers a solu- 
tion which is more ingenious than convincing. He holds the compiler of the 
Parvasarhgraha down to the letter of his statement. The Parvasarhgraha 
tells us, says SASTRI, merely the number of Slokas which the different parvans 
contain. Nothing is said about the prose sections. He therefore ignores the 
prose adhyayas in computing the extent of the Adi, and is satisfied that his 
text exactly agrees with the data of the Parvasarhgraha ! 


The other difficulty in the way of using the Parvasarhgraha figure in 
the case of the Adi is that this parvan contains a large number of Tristubh 
stanzas, which again introduce an element of uncertainty in the computation. 
Was each Tristubh stanza counted as one loka ; or did the Bharata-cintakas 
(mentioned in 1. 2. 172) compute the exact equivalent of the long-metre 
stanzas in élokas? It is difficult to say. The difference in the reckoning will 
be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent, of the total! As a very rough esti- 
mate, the Adi may contain something like 500 Jong-metre stanzas. This fac- 
tor alone would introduce a difference of about 225 stanzas ! 
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These are some of the obvious difficulties in the way of making any prac- 
tical use of the figure recorded in the Parvasarhgraha for text-critical purposes. 
The computation may have some value in the case of a parvan in which 
there is no prose at all, which is almost wholly in anustubh metre, and for 
which finally the Parvasarhgraha figure is certain, the manuscript evidence 
being unanimous. 


It is quite within the range of probability that the apparent extent of 
the critical text of a parvan may fall appreciably below or rise appreciably 
above the figure recorded in the Parvasaxngraha, as is actually the case with 
other editions, Moreover, unless it can be made probable that the compi- 
lation of this Table of Contents” is nearly contemporaneous with the pre- 
sent redaction of the Great Epic, these discrepancies will be without much co- 
gency in matters relating to the ocnstitution of the text. The value of a 
Tanuscript, version, or printed text of the Mahabharata must not 
be thought to depend exclusively or even mainly upon its agreement with or 
discrepancy from the numerical data of the Parvasarhgraha. It must in final 
analysis be regarded as depending upon the place it occupies in a logical and 
convincing scheme formulated to explain the evolution of the different extant 
versions and types of Mahabharata manuscripts. 


It should further be carefully borne in mind that even if there be exact 
agreement as to extent between the Parvasathgraha and any constituted text, 
this fact alone is no guarantee of the absolute correctness of the entire text, 
line for line, because the samd [99} number of stanzas could be made up in 
innumerable different ways by accepting and rejecting stanzas of doubtful au- 
thenticity and uncertain documentation, of which there is always a plentiful 
supply in every parvan. The difficulty will finally not be solved even if we 
happen to light upon a unique manuscript which agrees with the Parvasarh- 
graha exactly as to the number of stanzas in any particular parvan and we 
should adopt its verbatim ; because there is every probability that while 
it satisfies the one criterion of extent given by the Parvasarhgraha, it may not 
satisfy, in every respect, other and more exacting critical tests, when compar- 
ed line by line and word by word with other extant manuscripts. 


In the above discussion I have implicitly assumed, as is done by most 
writers on the subject, that the word Sloka in the Parvasarhgraha chapter has 
the usual meaning “ stanza". This interpretation was called into question, 
by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasad SHASTRI, who offered a new in- 
terpretation, which 1 cannot but think is far more plausible, although I do 
fot agree with all the conclusions he deduces therefrom. 

The really valuable discovery of the Mahamahopadhyaya, in my opi- 
nion, is that the word éloka cannot mean here stanza or verse or anything of 
the kind, but must denote (as in the patlance of scribes and vendors of ma- 
nuscripts) o unit of measurement of written matter, comprising 32 syllables 
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of akgaras.* The difficulty of computing prose passages and the long-metre- 
stanzas mentioned above finds a satisfactory solution at once in this interpre- 
tation of the word: “éloka”. And that is moreover the only interpretation 
of the word which, as far as I can see, can successfully solve that difficulty, 
in view of the circumstance that the text is heterogeneous, consisting of flo- 
kas, prose, and long-metre stanzas. But in this supposition we shall have to 
count, not only the actual text (consisting of prose and verse), but the whole 
of the written matter. And that enumeration, whether it be 7884, 8884, 
9884 or 9984, will include not only the text properly so called but also the 
colophons and the hundreds of the prose formulaic references (like  @iqraa 
amt) besides perhaps the captions of adhydyas, sub-parvans and parvans, 
and even the numerical figures denoting the numbers of élokas, and 80 on. 

The number of adhyfiyas in our edition (225) does not tally with the 
number given in the Parvasarhgraha (218), any more than in any of the 
previous editions : the Calcutta edition of the Adi has 234 adhyfiyas, the 
Bombay editions vary between 234 and 236, while the Kumbhakonam edi- 
tion reaches the astonishing figure 260, though the Parvasarhgraha figure in 
the case of each of these latter editions is the same, 227. 

It may be pointed out that the adhydya division in our extant manus- 
cripts is extremely arbitrary. The average length of our adhyayas should be 
about 35 stanzas ; but adhy. 12 and 22 of our edition contain only 5 stan- 
zag each, while adhy. 57 (to mention only one instance) has over 100 stan- 
zas, As regards the contents of the adhydyas also there is much inconsist- 
ency. Thus we frequently find that one adhyaya ends with the remark that 
a certain person spoke as follows, and his speech, which may be quite short, 
forms the beginning of the following adhyaya. Then again the manuscripts 
are far from being unanimous in the matter of marking the colophons : 
they show in fact wild {100} fluctuations. Even the reading of the Parva- 
sarhgraha figure is not entirely free from doubt (e.g. our Girad4 codex gives 
the number of the adhyfyas as 230!), though the reading 218 seems highly 
probable, 

Under these circumstances, nothing would be easier than to manipulate 
the colophons, by arbitrarily combining the conflicting data of the different 
recensions or versions or even manuscripts and arriving at any required 
figure. This has actually been done by Professor P. P. S. Sastai in his 
edition of the Southern Recension, which thereby achieves the dubious dis- 
tinction of being the only edition of the Adiparvan in which the adhyaya 
number agrees exactly with the Parvasarhgraha figure but the colophons are 
moatly at the wrong places. This procedure is the less excusable in his case 


2 Cf. Haraprasada Suastei, A Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts 
in the Collection of the Asiatic Society of Benga’, Vol. 5, Preface, pp. xxxii, xxv, 
xxevil, xi, 
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as he is at great pains to create the impression that he is just reproducing 
the text of one selected manuscript, correcting only “ scriptorial” blunders, 
Now his basic manuscript (| ey ‘= our G,) divides the Adi into two separate 
major parvans, Adiparvan and Sahbhavaparvan, with 40 end 200 num- 
bered adhyyas respectively, which makes a total of 240 adhyZyas, and which 
is nearer the Kumbhakonam figure (260) than the Parvasarhgraha figure 
(218). While correcting “'scriptorial blunders”; Professor SasTRI has, 80 to 
say, spirited away 22 colophons before our very eyes 


A more careful study of the manuscript evidence may tend to reduce 
the discrepancy between the constituted text and the data of the Parvasarh- 
graha as regards the number of the adhyZiyas; or at any rate may enable us 
to account for the difference, though at present it seems impossible to har- 
monize the manuscript evidence (consisting of the actual colophons) with 
the Parvasazngraha. 


INTERPOLATION 

There has been an extraordinary reluctance among scholars to face the 
fact that the Mahabhfrata manuscripts may contain and do contain quanti- 
ties of spurious matter. But there is now no excuse for such recalcitrance. 
The critical apparatus of this edition contains a unique record of hundreds 
of lines which are evidently and unquestionably spurious. Here is a list of 
passages from our Appendix, each found in one manuscript only: App. I, 
No, 2 (in K, marg.: containing 4 lines); No. 4 (K,: 14 lines); No, 5 
(B, : 23 lines) ; No. 7 (G, : 4 lines) ; No. 16 (K, : 9 lines) ; No, 25 (D,: 4 
lines) ; No. 26 (B,: 6 lines) ; No. 31 (K,: 27 lines) ; No. 34 (Ky: 6 
lines) ; No. 44 (D, : 24 lines) ; No. 49-50 Da, : 21 lines) ; No. 66 so 
47 lines) ; No. 70 (G, : 8 lines) ; No. 74 (B,: 9 lines) ; No. 94 (D,: 
lines) ; No. 98 (D, : 50 lines) ; ete., etc. wee aes 
pendix alone, to which many of them have been relegated on account of either 
their length or their irrelevancy ; but the foot-notes contain hundreds, nay 
thousands, of lines of precisely the same character, Then there are also lines 
which are found in only two or three manuscripts, of which I have counted 
gome 300 instances. A number of new additions have been now given by 
Professor Sastri, who has examined other Telugu and Grantha manuscripts 
for his edition of the Adi in the Southern recension. And I am fully persuad- 
ed that if we examine yet other manuscripts, we shall still find fresh passages 
which had never been seen or heard of before. No sane person would main- 
tain that these are all original passages lost in all manuscripts except the few 
late and inferior manuscripts in which they happen to occur. 7 

{101} It is not always easy, as has already been remarked, to prove 
that these “additional” passages are interpolations. The epic metre is. easy 
to imitate’; ‘the epic grammar is flexible ; the epic style is nondescript. The 
additional lines are generally fashioned with ekill, and fitted in with cunning. 
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The following interpolated stanzas, by a poet aspiring after higher things, in 
fancy metre and classical style are rather exceptional : 


1859". fa sara | 


z af qateite a fi 
po ola paneled 


An interesting instance of a passage which is betrayed by its contents is 
an extravaganza in some Grantha manuscripts. This bizarre interpolation* 
describes among other things, with circumstantial detail, the marriage of Pa- 
réara and Satyavati (alies Matsyagandha). At this ceremony, the shades 
of the ancestors of both the bride and the bridegroom are invoked, all the de- 
tails of a regular Hindu marital rite are minutely observed, and the marriage 
is solemnized in the presence of Vasistha, YAjfiavalkya and other great Reis 
living in the Naimiga forest, with the distribution of baksheesh to Brahmins. 
It is an interesting speculation whether credulity can go so far as to regard 
even such passages as an authentic part of the original Mahabharata or Bha- 
Tata of Vyasa, just because the passage is found in some Mahabharata 
manuscripts. 

The foot-notes contain a rare selection of passages that are either palpab- 
ly absurd, sometimes contradicting the immediate context, or else have little 
connection with the context in which they lie embedded : quotations, glosses, 
fanciful additions of details, the jetsam and flotsam of MahAbhirata poesie. 

These bewildering fluctuations in the text are quite unique, being pecu- 
liar to the Mahabharata. They are not found in the manuscripts of the Vedic 
literature or in those of grammatical, philosophical, or rhetorical texts or of 
the works of the classical poets and dramatists. This only proves that the 
Mahabharata was peculiarly liable to inflation and elaboration. 

When I say that the Mahabharata manuscripts contain quantities of 
spurious additions, I intend no disparagement or condemnation of the text 
or of the manuscripts. The process is normal, inevitable and in a wider senee 
wholly right. Jf the epic is to continue to de a vital force in the life of any 
progressive. people, é must be a@ slow-changing book! The fact of expurga- 








.1 App. I, Nos. 35-36. 
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tion and elaboration is ony an outward indication of its being a book of inspi- 
ration and guidance in life, and not merely a book lying unused and forgotten 
on a dusty book-shelf. Those are probably just the touches that have saved 
the Mahabharata from the fate of being consigned to the limbo of oblivion, 
which has befallen its sister epics like the Gilgamesh. 

{102} To give only one illustration. The awkwardness of the sexual 
relations of some of those epic characters of bygone ages must have been in- 
deed a puzzle and a source of constant tribulation to the reciter of the epics 
(Pauramika), who was called upon to narrate, explain and justify those old- 
world stories to his devout and impressionable audiences, in the course of his 
recitations, which were, in the post-epic period, nothing more than edifying 
popular sermons. It is then no wonder that the shrewd ones among these pas- 
tors of the people, these professional keepers of their morals, should have oc- 
casionally taken the bull by the horn, so to say, and boldly added or subs- 
tituted, bone fide, details which harmonized better with their own conceptions 
of right and wrong or with those of their pious flock. 


A PROBLEM IN “ TEXTUAL DYNAMICS" 


After what has been said above, it is needless to add that the constituted 
text is based on all versions of both recensions and prepared on eclectic prin- 
ciples, J have given in the text whatever in each case appeared to be support- 
ed by the balance of probabilities, but all important deviations in the manus- 
cripts are noted in the critical apparatus, so that every reader has, at his dis- 
Posal, the entire materia! for controlling and correcting the constituted text, 
where necessary. All important elements of the text—lines, phrases, signi- 
ficant words and even word-parts—that are less than certain, are indicated by 
@_wavy line printed below them. Slight differences in the spellings of words, 
of proper names (e.g. Sig: ‘Req ) and some minor details (such as the ex- 
pletives or the prose formulae gq gara dears, ge: etc.) are ignored for this 
purpose. This device is, by nature, hard to apply strictly, and there are 
bound to be many inconsistencies in its application. I have retained it all 
the same with the express object of obviating all false sense of security. This 
wavy line, running through the entire length of the text is, to my mind, the 
symbol and constant remembrancer of this essential fact in Mahabharata 
textual criticism that the Mahabharata is not and never was a fixed rigid text, 
but is fluctuating epic tradition, a théme avec variations, not unlike a poputar 
Indian melody. Our objective should consequently not to be to arrive at an 
archetype (which practically never existed), but to represent, view and explain 
the epic tradition in all its variety, in all its fullness, in all its ramifications. 
Ours is @ problem in textual dynamics, rather than in textual statics. 

To put it in other words, the Mahabharata is the whole of the epic tra- 
dition : the entire Critical Apparatus. Its separation into the constituted text 
and the critical notes is only a static representation of a constantly changing 
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epic text—a representation made for purpose of visualizing, studying and ana- 
lyzing the panorama of the more grand and less grand thought-movements 
that have crystallized in the shape of the texts handed down to us in our 
Mahabharata manuscripts. 

WHAT IS THE CONSTITUTED TEXT? 

To prevent misconception in the mind of the casual reader, it is best to 
state at first what the constituted text is not.t The editor is firmly convinced 
that the text [103] presented in this edition is not anything like the auto- 
gtaph copy of the work of its mythical author, Maharsi Vyasa. It is not, in 
any sense, a reconstruction of the Ur-Mahabharata or of the Ur-Bharata, that 
ideal but impossible desideratum. It is also mot an exact replica of the poem 
recited by Vaisarnpayana before Janamejaya. It is further wholly uncertain 
how close it approaches the text of the poem said to be recited by the Sita 
{or Sauti) before Saunaka and the other dwellers of the Naimiga forest. 

It is but a modest attempt to present @ version of the epic as old as the 
extant manuscript material will permit us to reach with some semblance of 
confidence. It is, in all probability, not the best text of the Great Epic, pos- 
sible or existing, nor necessarily even a good one. It only claims to be the 
most ancient one according to the direct line of transmission, purer than the 
others in so far as it is free from the obvious errors of copying and spurious 
additions. It may be regarded, if the editor has done his work properly, the 
ancestor of all extant manuscripts, or, to be precise, of the manuscripts exa- 
mined and collated for this edition. The constituted text cannot be accurate- 
ly dated, nor labelled as pertaining to any particular place or personality. 
Since our manuscripts are comparatively moder, our text cannot claim to be 
very old. It goes without saying that (precisely like every other edition) it 
is a mosaic of old and new matter. That is to say, in an average adhyaya 
of this edition (as of any other edition) we my read a stanza of the second 
century B.C, followed by one written in the second century A.D. Sometimes 
the gap will occur in the middle of a line, precisely as in every other edition. 
This unevenness and these inequalities are inevitable, conditioned as they are 
by the very nature of the text and the tradition. 

The Vulgate text of the Mahabharata is fairly readable and will appear 
in places, at first sight, to be even “ better” than the critical text, because the 


1 Thus Professor Sastat (Southem Recension, Vol, I, Introduction, p. xiii) 
writes about this edition: “ Whilst the Poona edition Jays claim to constitute the 
text of the Mahabharata as closely, es {103} possible td Vydsa'y version of the 
same, the principle underlying this edition” ete. Even Professor Sylvain Lévi, in 
a review of this edition (JA. Oct—Dec. 1929, p, 347). wrote; “Si j'osais me per- 
mettre une suggestion dans ce domaine, je conseillerais 4 Véditeur de renoncer, par 
pitié pour nous, a ja part méme du travail qui Jui tient le pius A coeur et qui apporte 
& son esprit le plus de satisfaction, la néconstruction de “ ?Ur-Mahabharata” comme 
il se plait a dire”, etc, (Italics mine !). Both statementz are false ! 
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former has been purged by the continuous emendations of scholars for cen- 
turies. A whole army of anonymous scholars and poets must have worked 
at the text to make it smooth and easy of comprehension, and to increase its 
popularity and usefulness by adding to it interesting anecdotes, incorporating 
into it current and popular versions and explanations, bringing it in a’line with 
the ethical, moral, religious and political ideas of essentially different ages. 

‘The reader will find that the constituted text is by no means smooth. It 
contains fresh instances of loose and archaic linguistic forms and construc- 
tions, anacoluthons and lack of syntactical concord. There remain many 
contradictions and superfluitie. There is evident lack of finish in the hidden 
parts. These blemishes—if they be blemishes in epic poetry, which is dyna- 
mic poetry, with no necessary pretensions to niceties of style, in the narrower 
sense of the term—must have been inherent in the old poem. Where they 
are met with in the critical text, they are not speculative fiction.; they are do- 
cumented by the manuscripts themselves or at least are inferable from them 
with a high degree of probability. 

{104} For the shortcomings mentioned above, the constituted text haa 
merits also. It cleanses the text of puerile modern accretions and obvious 
errors of repetition, which lengthen and weaken the text. It solves a certain 
number of textual riddles (bogus kajes), which were the outcome of long 
standing corruptions and unskilful conflation. It rescues from undeserved 
oblivion many an authentic archaism, which had been gradually ousted in the 
course of transmission of the text. 

Sooner than print up the text of one manuscript, however reliable it 
may be, declining to shoulder the responsibilities attaching to the work of an 
editor, I have ventured on the perilous path of text reconstruction, in the 
hope and belief that it will present a more faithful picture of the original 
than any extant manuscript could do. That to prepare such a text is a phe- 
nomenally difficult task, no one can realize better than the editor himself. It 
is as certain as inevitable that in preparing a text ike this the editor will 
frequently make blunders, even gross blunders. i. 

It is to be feared that there is no royal road in this incomparably diffi- 
cult field. The only path left open to us by which we may return to the ori- 
ginal Mahabharata or Bharata is the rough, narrow, scientific foot-path of 
repeated trial and error. More than one attempt will probably have to be 
made before the ideal is attained. It will, therefore, be prudent not to claim 
too much for the first critical edition, nor to expect too much from it. 


OTHER EDITIONS 


Of the old editions it must be said that they are creditable performances, 
but they lack the critical apparatus) We do not know on what manuscripts 
they are based, according to what principles the editors have prepared the 
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text, information essential on account of the wild fluctuations of the manus- 
cripts. That is why they have been almost wholly ignored in the present 
edition. 

The editio princeps (Calcutta 1836) remains the best edition of the Vul- 
gate, after the lapse of nearly a century. The later text editions, as is unfor- 
tunately too often the case with our editions, add to the editio princeps only 
a fresh crop of spurious lines and misprints. 

The well-known pothi-form Bombay editions (published by Ganpat 
KRrIsHNAJ! in Saka 1799, and Gopal Narayan in 1913, and others), which 
include Nilakantha’s scholium, are supposed to represent Nilakantha’s text ; 
but they contain many readings and lines which are not to be found in the 
Nilakantha manuscripts, and are therefore nct wholly reliable. 

The Kumbhakonam edition, which is said to be “mainly based on the 
South Indian texts”, is a fine representative of the composite Telugu version ; 
it has been of immense help to me in the study of what may be called “ con- 
flate”” readings. In former years its chief value lay in that it gave the reader 
glimpses, however imperfect and confused, of the important Souther recen- 
sion. It is now rendered obsolete and superfluous by P. P. S. Sasrri's new 
edition of the Mahabharata, which will presently be described, and which is 
unquestionably a better representative of the Souther tradition. 


[105] The Grantha edition (Sarfojirajapuram 1896) and the old 
Telugu edition (Madras 1855) were not examined : they are not likely to 
contain anything of high importance that is not found in the other editions 
or manuscripts collated for this edition. 

The editions accompanied by vernacular translations, which form a very 
numerous class, are mostly bad reprints of one or the other of the earlicr 
(printed) editions and may be completely ignored here ; they are perfectly 
uscless for critical purposes. 

‘The new editiont of the Southern recension of the Mahabharata by Pro- 
fessor P. P. Subrahmanya Sastri of Madras, now in the course of publica- 
tion, which has been referred to several times already, is a laudable attempt 
to supply a Jong-felt want. “He deserves the cordial thanks of all lovers of 
Sanskrit literature in general and of the Great Epic in particular, for his 
courageously undertaking such a stupendous and exacting task and pursu- 
ing it steadfastly, single-handed, during the scanty leisure permitted by his 
official duties as Professor of Sanskrit in the Presidency College of Madras, 
and Editor of the Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the ex- 
tensive library of the Saraswathi Mahal at Tanjore. The edition is in no 


1 The Mahabharata, Southern Recension, critically edited by P. P. S, SastRi, 
B.A. (Oxon.), M.A. Professor of Sanskrit, Presidency College, Madras, etc, V. Rama- 
swami Sastrulu & Sons, Madras, 1931 ff. 
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sense rendered superfluous by the Critical Edition, although most of the in- 
formation it contains is or will be included, in some shape or other, in the 
present edition. The gulf between the Northern and the Southern recensions 
is so vast, that it is extremely difficult, if not practically impossible, to re- 
construct the Southern text, completely and correctly, from the critical notes 
of this edition. 

The principles on which the text of this edition of the Southern recension 
of the Mahabharata is prepared have been set forth and briefly discussed 
above. ‘The editor, it was pointed out, fondly cherishes the unfounded be- 
lief that he is printing a Grantha manuscript as it is, but consciously and un- 
consciously he has introduced so many important innovations, that the text, 
as a whole, must be pronounced to be eclectic; as eclectic as any text—at least 
as far as the Adiparvan is concerned—published so far. For far less important 
deviations from the manuscripts have I condemned, above, the editions of 
the Vulgate. Judged as an eclectic edition, it must be pronounced to be in- 
ferior. The principle SasTRI has laid down is a simple one to follow; in 
fact nothing could be simpler ; he is to print the text of a selected manuscript 
as it is, only correcting clerical errors. And it is to be greatly regretted that he 
dces not follow rigorously this principle. He constantly fiouts it, in pursuit of 
some imaginary norm, Clear as his principle is, his actual procedure is some- 
what paradoxical. He has left innumerable minor “ inferior” readings in 
possession of the text {when he could Have with perfect confidence, if not 
certainty, put inte his text the correct readings), because he ostensibly wants 
to present the text as it is in one selected manuscript ; on the other hand, he 
has light-heartedly, on utterly insufficient grounds, effected very substantial 
additions (in one instance extending to 140 lines), omissions and other un- 
warranted alterations (such as transpositions of adhyayas), in the utterly mis- 
taken (though unquestionably bona fide) belief that he is correcting only the 
“ scriptorial blunders” of his exemplar, when they are in reality (as is shown 
by the evidence of cognate versions) nothing of the kind. 


{106} The sub-title “Southern Recension" is perhaps a trifle ambi- 
tious, at least as far as the Adi is concerned ; because, firstly, he has utilized 
only six Southern manuscripts (1 Telugu and 5 Granthas), even less than the 
number (18) of the Southern manuscripts collated for our edition ; and, 
secondly, he has completely ignored one whole Southern version, the import- 
ant Malayalam version, in my opinion, the most important of Southern 
versions. : 


Further, it may be questioned whether the edition deserves to be called a 
critical edition at all, since, as was pointed out above, the editor is avowed- 
ly aiming only at teproducing the text of one manuscript, categorically re- 
nounicng the obligation of the textual critic to restore the text, as far as pos- 
_Sible, to its original form. 
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The inclusion in SastTRr’s text of a certain number of stray lines and even 
a few lengthy passages which are peculiar to the Northern recension and 
absolutely foreign to the Southern,’ throws much light on the unconscious 
Process of the growth of the epic and the irresistible influence which the Vul 
gate exerts on a text that is coming into being, in other words, on that subtle 
process of textual osmosis (if I may term it so) by which the epic texts have 
become conflated. SasTRi’s explanations in his Introduction as well as his 
procedure elucidate much of the psychology for the ancient scribes and re- 
dactors, who have in the past shaped our Mahabharata texts for us. Uncon- 
sciously he seems to have worked on the identical principles on which the an- 
cient scribes have worked. His edition is a true lineal descendant of the Ma- 
habharata manuscripts of South India. 


In preparing Appendix I of this edition (in which there is a strong pre- 
ponderance of the Southern element), I had to go rather carefully over 
Sastri’s text of the Adi, when I came across far too many inaccuracies in the 
passages for which I checked his text and critical notes with the collations of 
the manuscripts common to our critical apparatus. The critical notes of the 
edition leave much to be desired. He has mostly shown correctly the addi- 
tional passages in the manuscripts examined by him ; but he fails, as a rule, 
to note the transpositions, omissions, and above all repetitions, which often 
are, critically, highly significant, probably again in the erroncous belief that 
they are negligible “scriptorial blunders.” Some of them are undoubtedly 
so, but not all. Likewise he has not always shown correctly the additions 
and omissions of the colophons, and yet he is evidently most anxious to 
reach the number 218, given by the Parvasarhgraha. All deviations, however 
trivial they may seem to him, he should have scrupulously noted, as a matter 
of principle, because he must realize that with his utterly negligible critical 
apparatus—comprising only five or six manuscripts out of a total of more 
than three hundred manuscripts of the Adi—it is wholly impossible for him 
to understand and explain the full significance of all the textual features 
and anomalies of the manuscripts examined by him. I will not take him 
to task for the numerous wrong readings which have inadvertently crept 
into his text, because 1 know, from personal experience, that it would be 
a physical impossibility to combine any high degree of accuracy with the 
pace at which he is compelled to bring out the volumes. But it is inevitable 
that the discovery of such inaccuracies should give rise to a sense of insecur- 
ity and suspicion in tha mind of the reader in respect of those matters that 
he has to take from the editor on trust. : 

[107] ‘The minor deficiencies pointed out here do not, however, detract 
materially from the many merits of the work, from the incalculable advant- 
age we derive from having a Southern version of an entire parvan in Deva- 


1 See above, p. 108 and foot-note 1. 
DA 
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n&gari transcript, printed in handy volumes, because the Southern manus¢- 
cripts are really most inconvenient for the purposes of rapid consultation. 
1 should be indeed very ungrateful if I did not frankly admit that Professor 
Sastri’s edition has been ef immense help to me, personally, for the study 
of the Southern recension, and I have no doubt that it will also help other 
workers in the field in future. 


There remains for me the pleasant duty of recording all the encouragement and 
assistance I and my oolleagues on the Mahabharata Editorial Board have received 
from different quarters in the course of our labours in this connection. 


To Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B. A., Ruler of Aundh, whose libera- 
lity made it in the first instance possible for the Institute to undertake this ambitious 
Project—the greatest philogical enterprise undertaken in India within living me- 
mory—I have to tender on behalf of myself and other people like myself interested 
in the study and regeneration of our great National Epic, our most sincere and oor- 
dial thanks. For the numerous marks of personal kindness with which the Chief 
Saheb has favoured me, in this connection, on all occasions, I have to offer him the 
expression of my profound gratitude. His unflagging zeal and irrepressible optimism 
have helped me to carry on the work in the face of heavy odds. The Chief Saheb 
has been pleased ta enliven the dry and scientific character of the work by contri- 
buting to this edition excellent paintings of scenes selected from the Great Epic, 
paintings especially prepared under his expert guidance and supervision, for the 
purposes of this edition. 

I have next to record the gratitude of the promoters of this scheme to various 
distinguished donors : the Imperial Government of India; the Provincial Govern- 
ments of Bombay, Madrasa and Burma ; the Governments of H. E. H. the Nizam 
of Hyderabad, H. H. the Maharaja of Mysore, H. H, the Gaekwad of Baroda ; the 
Chief of Phaltan and other enlightened and patriotic Rulers and Chiefs of Indian 
States ; the University of Bombay ; and diverse other generous donors : who have 
all rendered valuable financial assistance to the scheme and contributed their share 
to that measure of success which has already been achieved. In this connection 1 
must not forget to mention the kind offices of my old friend the Honourable Mr. 
Mukundarao R. JaYAKAR, M. A., Bar-at-law, Member of the Legislative Assembly, 
whose selfless interest in the success of this project has moved him to exert his 
influence for enlisting the sympathy and securing the help of some of the distin- 
guished donors mentioned above. 


I must next record my grateful thanks for help of various kinds I have received 
from my colleagues on the Mahabharata Editorial Board, namely: Prof. S. K. 
BBLVALKAR, M, A., Ph. D., LE. S.; Prof. A. B. GAJBNDRAGADKAR, M. A., B. 
E. S.; Mr. P. V. Kane, M. A, LL, M; Principal R. D. KARMARKAR, M, A, ; 
Prof. V. G. PARANJPE, M. A,, LL..B., D. Litt.; Prof. V. K. RAJAvAbE, M, A.; 
the Inte Mr, N. B, Urcrkar, M, A.; {108} Prof. P, L. Vawya, M, A, D. Lit 
Mr. V. P. Vawya, J. P., B, A, Bar-atlaw; Prof. M. WINTERNITZ, Ph. D.; and 
the late Rev. Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S. J, Ph. D, No Board of which I have 
Seite member has worked, ever since its inception, more smoothly and harmo- 
hiously. 
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But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness to Mr. V. I. 
Vanya, Bar-at-law, of Bombay, and the late Rev. Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S, J,, 
whose advice and ready help accompanied my labours from the time I first under- 
took the responsibilities of the work. The interest of my late lamented fellow-atu- 
dent and friend Father ZIMMERMANN in this project did not flag even as he lay, 
in 1931, in a Nursing Home at Faldkirch, waiting prepared to meet his Maker! 
Nothing encouraged me more in the early stages of this arduous and fascinating 
work than the active and unwavering interest with which these two friends fol- 
lowed it. : 

Nepal and Kashmir in the North and Tanjore and Travancore in the South 
are known to contain vast treasures of unpublished and valuable Sanskrit manus- 
cripts ; and the course of Indological studies of the last two or three decades may 
be said to have been dominated by discoveries of outstanding importance made 
during that period in the three last mentioned centres. On the other hand, in re- 
gard to the large and well-stocked public and private libraries which are known to 
hava been in existence in the country, Nepal decidedly appears not have contri- 
buted its quota to the stock of fresh material which is now required for unravell- 
ing further the tangled skein of the history of Indian literature. Satis Chandra 
VIDYABHUSHANA and Haraprasad SHASTRI among Indians, and Sylvain Lévi and 
Giuseppe Tucci among Europeans have undoubtedly done valuable pioneering work, 
but in view of the immense possibilities, what has been achieved thus far must be 
said to be tantalizingly little. 

Under these circumstances, we cannot be sufficiently grateful to Rajaguru 
Hemaraj Panpit, C.1.E., Director of Public Instruction, Nepal, through whose 
good offices the doors of the rich store-house of the Nepali material were thrown 
open to us—material which is all but inaccessible to Indologists—and we have been 
placed in a position to publish, for the first lime én the history of Mahabharata 
studies, collations of valuable Nepali manuscripts. This supremely unselfish and 
profoundly learned patron of Sanskrit studies has really done more than merely sup- 
plying to the Institute, free of cost, collations of Nepali manuscripts available to him 
in local libraries, Realizng that there were valuable manuvcripts to be had outside 
Kathmandu, the headquarters of the Rajaguru, he caused a search to be made, at his 
own expense, throughout that distant outpost of Hindu culture and civilization, for 
old Mahabharata manuscripts, and the find of the valuable Ms. N,, the oldest of the 
dated manuscripts of our critical apparatus, is the unexpected and welcome fruit 
of the Rajaguru’s exertions in the cause of Mahabharata research. Only those who 
know the difficulties in the way of obtaining any manuscript from Nepal will be 
in a@ position to appreciate fully the debt which the editor and the other members 
of the Mahabharata Editorial Board, and beyond that the whole world of Indolo- 
gists, owe to the Rajaguru. Sanskritists have much to hope for from the dispassion- 
ate efforts of this truly patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportunity 
of placing his immense learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of 
all serious workers in the field of Sanskrit research, 


{109} In connection with other help that has been received from extra-moural 
collaborators, F must put on record our special obligation to Pandit Vidhushekhare 
Sastri BHATTACHARYA of the Visvabharati, and to M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Sambar 
murthi Rao Avi. B. A., B, L., of the Saraswathi Mahal, Tanjore. These gentlemen 
have been good enough to supply the Institute, for many years past, with care- 
fully procured collations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which were 
kindly procured by them, on loan, for the purpose, unselfishly supervising the work 
of their collation centre, at great sacrifice of their time and labour. To Professor 
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K. Rama Piswaroti, then Principal of the Sanskrit College at Trippunittura in 
Cochin State, I am indebted for the collations of Malayalam manuscripts for the 
first two adhydyas of this parvan. 


My special thanks are due to the Managing Committees and Trustees of the 
following libraries and institutions for supplying me with the manuscripts required 
by me and allowing me to retain them as long as necessary: the Adyar Library, 
the Baroda Oriental Institute, Benares Sanskrit College, Mysore Oriental Library, 
Shri Yadugiri Yatiraj Math (Melkote, Mysore) and the India Office (London). 
The latter deserves special mention as the only European library I know, which 
sends out freely its Indian manuscripts, on loan, back to India, for the use of In- 
dian scholars, A few manuscripts were sent to me by my kind friends Professor 
Sushil Kumar De, Head of the Department of Sanskrit and Bengali, Dacca Uni- 
versity, and Professor BHAGAVADDATTA of the Dayananda Anglo-Vedic College, 
Lahore, to whom I wish to thank for this kind help. I am obliged also to Sardar 
Kise of Indore for the loan of a Nilakantha manuscript. The Chief of Idappalli, 
Mr, Anujan ACHAN, Mr. Kallenkara PisHaram, alt of Cochin, as also the Pro- 
Prietors of the following estates in Cochin, Poomuili Mana, Avanapparambu Mana, 
Nareti Mana, have put me under heavy obligation by sending me freely Malayéilam 
manuscripts in their possession, for collation, at a time when it was rather difficult 
for me to secure any Malayalam manuscripts at all. 


I desire further to express my gratefulness to various scholars who have fol- 
lowed the publication of the fascicules of this volume with keen interest, periodi- 
cally publishing reviews of them in the Journals of different learned Societies, re- 
views expressive of their interest and appreciation; to wit, Professors BANERJI, 
‘aster, BarNert, Betioni-Finipr!, CHARPENTIER, S. K. De, EbcERTON, R. FICK, 
JayaswaL, Kionow, Krishnaswami AIYANGAR, LESNy, Kalidas Nac, WELLER, 
WINTERNITZ and others. These kind reviewers have adopted uniformly a most 
courteous and sympathetic tone in their reviews. Their sympathy and courtesy 
have always reminded me of those classic lines of Bhartrhari ; 


qeanqcanperddieer Pret 
Foreft Renee: afta aa: React: | 


I must next recerd my thanks for the ungrudging assistance I have uniformly 
received from the members of the permanent staff of the Mahabharata Department 
of the Institute. Mr. S. N. TADPATRIKAR, M.A., Supervisor of Collations, was 
always by my side, helping me with useful suggestions, when I constituted the text 
of the Adi. Mr. TADPATRIKAR has been associated with the work, in various capa- 
cities, since 1919. He has assisted my predecessor, the late Mr. Urcrkar, in pre- 
paring the Tentative Edition of the Viratparvan and seeing it through the press. 
The compiling of the critical notes (printed at the foot of the page) was entrusted 
by me to Messrs, B. G. Buibe and D. V. [110} Naravane. For the conscientious 
manner in which these two gentlemen have discharged their duty, I feel greatly 
obliged, since it is a most tedious and trying piece of work to collect the variant 
readings from the different collation sheets, and to arrange, in a prescribed form, 
according to stringent rules of sequence and enunciation, that ponderous mass of 
variants which is and will remain the unique feature and abiding achievement of this 
edition. ‘The Sarada codex was collated by the Head Shastri of the Mahabharata 
Department, Shankar Shastri BHILAVADIXAR. The comparative paucity of printing 
mistakes in this volume is largely due to the vigilence and conscientiousnest of the 
Collator and Reader, K. V. Krishnamurti SHARMA, Sestri, of Erode (South India). 


Photo taken on the occasion of an At Home given by Dr. V. S. Sukthankar 
on 41h August 1937, after completing 12 years of work as General Editor, 


Standing: (left to right) Dr. S.M.Katee; Or, H. D. Sharma; Prof, P. K. Gode; 
Dr. B. A. Saletore. 


Sitting: (left to right) Dr. P, L Vaidy: Or. ¥. S. Sukthaekar 
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These and other members of my staff have uniformly worked with exemplary zeal 
and untiring patience, to make a success of this edition, and I gladly take the op- 
portunity of putting on record their loyal help and willing co-operation. 

It is but right that I should aleo mention here that the Manager and the ex- 
pert compositors of the renowned Niranaya Sagar Press have rendered ungrudging- 
ly every assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which appeared 
io me dest suited for the purpose of the work, meeting requirements that would 
have tried the patience and exhausted the resources of any other press in India, 


Laat but not least, I must express my profound gratitude to my revered Guru 
Geheimer Regierungsrat Profesor Dr, Heinrich Lipers of the University of Bertin. 
What little merit there may be in the present work is due wholly to that excellent 
though somewhat rigorous and exacting training in philological methods which I 
had the benefit of receiving at his hands in the Indogermanisches Seminar, as a 
student in the University of Berlin. 3t is my firm conviction that there is no living 
scholar who has a deeper insight into the history of the Indian epic and the compli- 
cacies of its tradition than Geheimrat Lilpers. It was, therefore, an unlucky day 
in the annals of Mahabharata studies when, for lack of sympathetic co-operation 
and adequate financial support, he must have been compelled to abandon his epic 
studies, and our Great Epic lost the benefit of redaction at the hands of one of the 
greatest living philologists. His early Mah&bhirata studies, Ueber die Grantharecen- 
sion, Die Sage von Rsyasriga and the Druckprobe have been to me like beacon 
lights in the perilous navigation of the Mahabharata Ocean. May this work be to 
him a small recompense for the great trouble he has taken to initiate me in the 
mysteries of textual criticism ! 


August, 1933, V. S. SUKTHANKAR 


{115} CONCORDANCE OF THE SCHEME OF ADHYAYAS 
Oh the following three editions : the Critical Edition, the Bombay Edition 
(Ganpat Krishnaji, Saka 1799), and the Madras Edition (Southem Recension, 1931) 
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INTRODUCTION 
‘THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 


LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 


The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the Areoyelararvan are as 
follows : 


I. N(orthern) Recension, 
(a) North-western Group (v). 
Sarada (or Kasmiri) Version ($). 
$, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 159 of 
1875-76. (The Sarada Codex.) 
Devanagari transcripts of the Sérad& (or KaSmiri) Version (K). 
K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 471 of 
Visrambag I. 
K, = Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No, 18 ( = Institute’s Collection, 
No, 246). Dated V. Sath, 1828 and Saka 1693 (ca. A.D. 1772). 
K, = Poona, Bombay Govt, Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 184 of 
1891-95. 


K,-= Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 57 of 
1882-83, 
{b) Central Group (y). 
Bengali Version (B). 
B, = Dacca, University Library, No. 495. Dated Saka 1393 (ca, aD. 1471). 


B, = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 781. Dated Saka 1183 (ca. Av. 
1261). 


B, = Dacca, University Library, No. 601. Dated Saka 1678 (ca. aD. 1756). 
B, = Dacca, University Library, No. 728 B. Dated Saka 1739 (ca. A.D. 1817). 
Devanagari Versions other than K (D). 
Devanagari Version of Caturbhujamisra (Dc). 
Dc, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 32 of 
A 1879-80, 
De, ‘= London, India Office Library, No. 3170 (1908). Date A.D. 1765 (?). 
Devanagari Version of Nilakantha (Dn). 
Dn, ‘= Indore, Private Property of Sardar M. V. Kise of Indore. Dated V. 
Sarh. 1839 (ca A.D. 1783). 
.Dn, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 236 of 
1895-1902. 
Dn, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 496 of 
Vigrambag I. 
Devanagari Composite Version. 
D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 269 of 
Visrambag II, 
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{2} D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 
of 1896-1902, Dated V. Sarh 17965 (ca. aD. 1739). 

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 168 of 
1887-91. Dated in year 1677, probably V. Sasnvat (then = A.D. 1620). 

D, = Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 767. Dated V. Sah. 1655 (ca. 
AD, 1599). i 

D, = Pudukottah, State Library MS. (without number). Dated V. Sarh. 1712 
(ca. A.D. 1656). 

D, = Madras, Adyar Library, No. 36 G. 15. 


Il. S(outhem) Recension, 
Telugu Version (T). 
T, = Lahore, D, A. V. College Library, No. 3908. 
T, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. 
Grantha Version (G), 
G, = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number). 
G, = Pooaa, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 53 (= Institute's Collection, No. 266). 
G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11839, 
G, = Pudukottah State Library, No. 322. 
Malayalam Version (M). 
M, = MS. (without number) belonging to Ponnokkoj{u Mana Nambudiripad, 
Alwaye, Travancore. 
M, = Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No. 299. 





DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS 


& 
(The $arada Codex.) 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of 
1875-76. Total number of folios, for this parvan, 192 (some frayed and patched 
at ends), with about 24 lines to a page. Size 12” X19". Clear Sarada characters. 
Birchbark (bhiirjapatra). 

The codex, which is unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must 
have originally contained at least the first three parvans (Adi, Sabha, and 
Aranya or Aranyaka), written, as far as one can judge, by the same hand. 
The extant portion contains the Sabha in its entirety, but only fragments of 
the other two parvans, the beginning of Adi and the end of Aranyaka being 
lost. The text of Aranyaka begins on fol. 211a, line 1; and ends, or rather 
breaks off, at the end of a folio marked 194b (sic). The numbering of the 
pages is most erratic. There are in all 192 folios pertaining to this parvan. The 
fragment breaks off in the middle of our 3. 253. 184, ending with the words : 

The margins are mostly clean, and corrections are few and 
far between. Erasures have been made in a few places with green pigment. 
{3} In good many places (eg., folios numbered 156a, 185b, ‘186a, 193b, 
194a, atc.), the scribe has written dots to denote portions of the text which 
were either lost or illegible to him: sign of a conscientious copyist. On 
fol. 220a, some stanzas which had been omitted (? hapl.) in the text have 
been written on the margin (sec. m.), in a different and inferior ink. The top 
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parts of the four: folios numbered 89-92 are broken off and lost, involving a 
loss of from 5 to 8 top lines on each page. Tha names of sub-parvans have 
been sporadically mentioned. The manuscript has been fully described at 
Pp. x of the Prolegomena to Adiparvan (q. v.} 


K, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrimbig 
1, No, 47}, Folios 486 (numbered 55-540; first 54 folios missiag), with about 10 
linea to’ a page. Size 12)" X 53”. Devanagari characters. Thin glazed superior 
Indian paper. 

First 54 folios are lost ; fol. 55 begins with 3. 32. 4°, Number 237 is 
given to two consecutive folios, but the second folio thus marked is sub- 
sequently corrected (se¢. m.) to 238. The missing portion of the text at the 
end of the first of the two folios marked as 237 is written out in small letters 
(? sec, m.) at the bottom of the page. Fol. 485 is written only on one side ; 
and at the end of this folio is the remark isnyqrt at 14 fad 0 Read 4 Wu. the 
contents of this folio (485), have been copied out again sec. m. (on a separate 
sheet of modern paper with watermarks), including the final remark maa 
feerd 7 u, With the addition, efeg 1 seartaey. 1 digo ger & Ht oto, 
which shows that the copyist of this sheet was some Gujarati scribe. The 
handwriting of the original, which is Kashmirian in style is not quite uniform : 
some folios show very thick, black, broad upright characters, while others are 
appreciably thinner and somewhat slanting. Frequently in the colophons, and 
the references to speakers, only alternate letters are written, blanks being left 
to be filled with red ink, which, however, has not been done. Mere folds, 
without vertical lines, mark the right and left margins of folios. The ink used 
is jet black and of a superior quality. The sub-parvan names are generally 
mentioned. 





kK, 

Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection No. 15 (:= Institute's Collection, No. 246). 
Foliog 300, with about 14 lines to a page. Size 134” X 63”, Devanagari characters. 
Dated V, Sashvat 1828 and Saka 1693 (ca. A.D. 1772). Grey Indian paper. 

This manuscript is described as D, at p. vm of the Introduction to the 
Udyogaparvan, for which parvan it was first used. The name of the scribe, 
which comes after the date (year) at the end of this parvan, appears as : 
ae faoret Rrra 1 oft aeriget; the day and month come last: fat onqra- 
ma% 4% ae aquiq, In the Udyogaparvan, the scribe's name is given as Kié- 
mitiya Sadananda. Very incorrect, containing numerous little errors of spell- 
ing, such as writing 3 for g. Adhyaya colophons and margins aré marked 
with red pigment, corrections with yellow pigment. Marginal (vertical) lines 
of pages are in black and red, separated by a thick yellow line. The manu- 
script is almost without any marks of punctuation. The dandas were probably 
to be marked with red ink, but the {4} revision was never actually carried 
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out. It may be noted that this is a parvan from an almost complete manus- 
cript of the Mahabharata written by one hand, and as such important. 


K, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 184 of 
1891-95. Folios 285, with about 17 lines ta a page. Size 10}" X 53”. Devanagari 
characters. Indian paper. 

Total number of folios is 294, of which fol. 270, 272-279 are missing. Fol. 
152a has only six lines of writing, the greater part of the folio being left 
blank, and the writing continued on the reverse, without any loss of text. In 
the references to speaker the word gayq (resp. aa: ) is generally omitted ; 
the name of the speaker to be generally given in some abbreviated form like 
af, ‘Qa, avg The manuscript seems to be fairly old? The edges, especially 
of the last folios, are brittle and worn. Characters are short and broad, re- 
presenting an old style of writing in. Writing is incorrect on the whole. 
There are occasional corrections in margin (sec. m.). Adhyaya colophons 
and names of speakers are generally coloured with red pigment. The manus- 
cript mentions sub-parvans as a rule. It does not distinguish between q and 
@; doth are again often confused with q, 


K, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 57 of 
1882-83. Folios 370 (numbered 52-421), with about 10 lines to a page. Size 
12% X 54”, Devanagari characters, Old Indian paper. 

First 51 folios are lost ; fol. 52 begins with 3. 36. 1%. The hand-writing 
of the manuscript, though it seems to be of one scribe, is not uniform, For 
some portion we have large round letters with flourishes, while for others 
the characters are thin and upright. Pysthamatras are almost invariably 
used. Marginal notes, especially variants, are written (sec. m.) with the 
clear remark that it is a patha ; there are explanatory notes also, written on 
the margins. Colophons, references to speakers, and Sloka endings (the 
latter sporadically) are marked with red pigment—The manuscript breaks 
off at the last folio (421), where it ends with the colophon of the last adhyaya 
of this parvan. There is no phalasruti, nor the list of contents, which we 
often find at the end of Mahabharata manuscripts. 


B, 
Dacca, University Library, No, 495. Folios 1-323, and 325. Bengali characters. 
Dated Saka 1393 (ca. AD. 1471). Paper. Slightly damaged, 
The manuscript contains two correction slips, one between fol. 163 and 
164, and another between fol. 247 and 248.—Colatdd at the Visvabharati. 


Santiniketan, Visvabbarati Library, No. 781. Folios 264. Size 20” X 42”. 
Bengali characters. Dated Saka 1183 (ca. A.D, 1261). Paper—Collated af the Vis- 
vabharati, 
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{5} The manuscript is written in one running hand, and has marginal 
corrections. It is described as “looking very old", and being extremely fra- 
gile. It was collated in 1931. With lapse of years its condition is said to 
have become steadily worse.-Collated at the Visvabharati. 

B, 

Dacca, University Library, No, 601. Folios 326 (fol. 141 wrongly numbered 
as 142 and the mistake continued up to fol. 240 ; fol. 241 wrongly numbered 29 231, 
and the mistake continued upto the end; fol. 227 duplicated). Bengali characters, 
Dated Saka 1678 (ca. A.D, 1756). Paper.—Collated af the Visvabharati. 

5 B, 

Dacca, University Library, No. 728 B. Folios 280 (fol. 185 wrongly num- 
bered as 285, and 214 aa 215). Bengali characters. Dated Saka 1739 (ca. AD. 
1817). Paper—Collated at the- Visvabharati, 

De, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 32 of A 
1879-80. Folios 506, with about 11-13 lines to a page. Size 13}” X 6", Devanagari 
characters, Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Caturbhujamiéra entitled Vakyadipika. The 
handwriting is not uniform: it begins with a longish upright style, which 
gradually becomes slanting towards right, up to fol. 164 ; fol. 165 begins with 
a broad, short, round, broken style up to folio 265 ; from the next fol. (266), 
the style of writing again becomes long, slanting and thin ; and towards the 
end the lettering becomes a little thick and bold. Right and left margins are 
marked by double lines in red, and stops in the text and the commentary, are 
also marked by double dandas in red. The lower borders of folios of this 
manuscript are a little soiled by damp. 


De, 

London, India Office Library, No. 3170 (1908). Folios 502, with about 10-14 
Hines to a page. Size 15#” X 64”. Devanagari characters. Date of writing A.D. 
1765 (?). Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Caturbhujamiéra, entitled Vaékyadipika. 1765 
is the date given by EccELING in the India Office Catalogue (1899), though 
the manuscript itself appears to be undated. 


Dn, 

Manuscript belonging to Sardar M. V. Kise of Indore, on loan at the Insti- 
tute, Folios 523, with about 11 lines to a page. Size 16" X 6”! Devanigari cha- 
racters, Dated V. Sarhvat 1839 (ca. A.D. 1783). Thick Indian paper. 

{6} Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called Bharatabhavadipa, 
The date of writing this parvan is noted on the back-cover a5: Geo 462% 
srt erths Gee 3 earfe: orearaErTeT < grat — 

The first part of this manuscript is desctibed as Dn,, at p. xvi of the 
Prolegomena to the Adiparvan, and the details of that description apply to 
thie parvan also. 

10 
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Dn, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 236 of 
1895-1902, Folios 768, with about 9 linea to a page. Size 154" <7". Devanii- 
gari characters. Thick Indian paper. 

Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called the Bharatabhdvadipa. 
The manuscript is written in a uniformly neat upright handwriting, Right and 
left margins are marked by two double lines in red, Double damdas in red 
are used on some folios to mark the stops in the text as well as in the com- 
mentary. Adhydya colophons in both the text and the commentary are also 
in red ink. On some pages, continuations are written on the right side along 
the marginal red lines. 


Dn; 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambiag 1. 
No, 496. Folios 626, with about 12 lines to a page. Size 16” X 64”, Devanagari 
characters, Indian paper. 

Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called the Bharatablhdvadipa. 
The manuscript has its right and left margins marked with close double lines 
in red as usual. The first three folios and the last folio have an illuminated 
border with fioral designs. The writing, though incorrect, is bold and upright. 
Numerous corrections are made in the text by using yellow pigment. Fol. 401- 
439 are written with ink of a faint black colour. Subsequent portion is written 
in a shaky style, with, short and round letters. There are also marginal cor- 
rections, entered sec. m., throughout the manuscript. Adhyaya colophons are 
marked with red pigment. The last colophon in the commentary is left in- 
complete, and the last but one fol. (625) breaks off with: eff The 
first Sloka of the Virdta too, is left incomplete, while the last folio is num- 
bered 626 in one (right bottom) corner and 627 in the other (left top) cor- 
ner. The usual table of contents is also wanting. All this suggests that the 
actual fol. 626 is lost. 


Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag II, 
No 269, Folios 225, with about 16 lines to a. page. Size 18” X 64”, Devanagari 
characters, Old Indian unglazed paper. 

A few folios of this manuscript are missing. This manuscript was writ- 
ten by the same scribe who wrote manuscript No. 266 of Visrambég II, 
which is described as D,, at pp. xx of the Prolegomena to the Adipatvan, Most 
fotios of this manuscript have a soiled appearance, while the last (225) reveals 
at its top left corner signs of burning by {7} fire ; some folios are partly 
damaged. The manuscript is carefully written in a perfectly uniform style 
and the characters are short and round. The name sffgfag is written at 
the lower right margin above the folio number. The corrections. in the text 
are made by deleting the original. incorrect reading with yellow pigment and 
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putting in the correct one in black ink. Adhyaya colophons and references 
to speakers are marked with red pigment. 


Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 of 
1895-1902. Folios 234, with about 15 lines to a page. Size 143” X 64", Devanagari 
characters, Dated V. Sethvat 1795 (ca ap. 1739). Old Indian paper. 

This manuscript, which contains the first three parvans, is the same as 
manuscript K, of the Adiparvan, described at p. xi of the Profegomena. The 
date of the manuscript is recorded at the end of the Aranyakaparvan. The 
manuscript is very corrupt and full of spelling mistakes. It frequently writes 
a for q and sometimes q for q; in other words, it confuses and ¥, 
It likewise confuses q and 7, The date is given as: qqq qu4y ae ATATTT 
(read aye ae 926 (2) ae 0 

D, 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 168 of 
1887-91. Folios 240, with about 12 lines to a page. Size 132” X 5". Devanagari 
characters. Dated in year 1677, probably V. Sazhvat (then = 1620 An.). Old 
Indian paper. 

An old and valuable but fragmentary manuscript with many folios miss- 
ing, some of which have beens subsequently replaced, being written sec. m. 
Many of the folios are badly mutilated. carelessly copied and full of scribe's 
mistakes, The last preserved folio but one is numbered 372 and breaks off 
with our 3:228. 10*> ; while the last folio, which has its borders worn away and 
is pasted on to another sheet of paper, has the fast three Slokas of the parvan, 
and the final colophon but no contents or phalagruti. The date is given as : 
¥G ow Mere ary arate ake Heat 13 a Geary. The specification of the era is 
lost on a missing portion of the folio, but it is probably the Vikrama era 
(Cajitradi). In that case it would, correspond to Thursday, the 28th September 
1620 A.D, The edges of some folios are coloured yellow ; while for margins 
there are four close lines in black, on the right and Jeft. Handwriting is un- 
even and there are many corrections. Single or double dandas are used to 
mark the stops. There are corrections entered sec, m. on the margins and at 
some places in the text also by using yellow pigment. Colophons and refe- 
Tences to speakers are marked by red pigment in many places. The scribe 
writes q for 4, and makes little distinction between y and q, as also 
between q and q, 


Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 767. Folios 437, with about 11 lines 
to a page. Size 12" X 43". Devanagari characters. Dated V. Sarhvat 1655 (ca. 
AD, 1599). Old Indian paper. . 

{8} The characters are short and round, which later-become thin and 
upright. Margins are marked by three close lines in red ; some pages have 
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black lines ; while double dandas, which mark the stops in the text, as also 
adhyaya colophons and references to speakers are marked by red pigment. 
There are no marginal corrections, and blanks aré left in the text where the 
scribe could not read the exemplar correctly or the exemplar was defective. The 
following statement containing the date and some other details comes after 
the last colophon : daz, 9¢4% a arg get» atrarat are eitranitar terre | 
gare aa vd (sic) eet more aritae @ Set erage ue street sitet seettere oT 
Trem SGT Meecha: te: oat ET ARE 84 Ratt 1 Then follows sec, m, : || 
Tenis settee sere weet atest Tener THIRST 
aaaratty eng sterstt rat ge geTS TH 


D; 

Pudukottah, State Library Manuscript (without number). Folios 334, with 
about 10 lines to a page. Size 143” X5{". Devanagari characters. Dated V. 
Sarhvat 1712 (ca. Av, 1656). Indian paper. , 

Many of the folios are coloured yellow on both the sides; margins are 
marked to the right and left, by two black lines with one red line in the mid- 
dle. Double dagdas in red ink are used to mark stops in the text. There 
are a few marginal corrections, added sec. m. Those in the body of the text are 
made by using yellow pigment. The characters are uniformly longish and 
upright. The date is given at the end as: | game omeoayd dat 492 I. 
No name of the scribe or place of writing is mentioned. 


D. 

Madras, Adyar Library, No. 36 G. 15. Folios 303 (including a sodkapatra 
bearing number 199), with about 12 lines to a page. Size 54” X134". Devani- 
gart characters. Old Indian paper. 

Style of handwriting is upright and narrow. Double dandas in red ink 
are used to indicate stops. Margins have, in places, additional stanzas, glos- 
ves etc. added sec. m. Many pages are coloured yellow ; the right and left mar- 
gins are marked by fine double lines in black, the intervening space being co- 
loured red. The manuscript has a very old appearance, with worn and fray- 
ed folios—A separate additional folio, numbered 199, written’ (sec. m.?) on 
both sides is inserted as a éodhapatra after fol. 199 with the remark : 
 thretarragrertecarmTag? KER I 

Ty 

Lahore, D. A. V. College Library, No. 3908. Folios 144, with about 13 lines 
to a page. Size 183" X13”. Telugu characters. Palm-leaf. 

Incomplete, breaking off at 3. 297. 60*». 

Ts 
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 146 (numbered 248- 


398), with about 12 lines to a page. Size 29}° x 24". Telugu characters, Palm- 
leaf. 
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{9] This manuscript contains the first five parvans and is the same as 
T, of the Adiparvan. It is written in small clear letters of good style. The 
manuscript bears no date, but it appears to be old—Collated at Tanjore. 

G, 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library Manuscript (without number). Folios 
130 (numbered 165-294), with about 15-21 lines to a page. Size 183” ¥ 13”. Grantha 
characters, Palm-leaf. 

The manuscript contains the first four parvans and a part of the fifth. 


G 

Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 53 (= Institute's Collection, No. 266). 
Folios 216 (two of which, namely 117 and 125, are missing), with about 12-14 
lines to a page. Size 154” X 24”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf. 

The manuscript contains parvans three and four. It belongs to the Insti- 
tute and was purchased a few years ago from a South-Indian manuscript col- 
lector, the late Mr. Rangaswamy Al1YANGAR of the Oriental Library, Mysore. 
It is in a very good state of preservation, only one folio (149) being broken. 
The manuscript is undated, but it does not appear to be very old. The mar- 
gins are clean ; but there are a few interlinear corrections. 

G, 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11839. Folios 277 (numbered 75-351), 
with about 9 lines ta a page. Size 21” X 14". Grantha characters. Palm-leaf. 

The manuscript, which contains parvans two and three, seems to be old. 
At fol, 75, the Sabhaparvan ends and the Aranyakaparvan begins thereafter 
immediately. After the end of the Aranyaka, about five Slokas from the 
Virata are written on the last folio (351), which indicates that the manus- 
ript originally contained some more parvans.—Collated at Tanjore. 

- G, 

Pudukottah, State Library, No. 322. Folios 168, with about 10-14 lines to a 
page. Size 19” X 24”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf—The manuscript contains 
parvans Nos, 3 and 14-18, 

M, 

Travancore, Alwaye. Fiom the private Library of Ponnokottu Mana. Folios 
300, with 8 or 9 lines to a page. Size 17}” X 2”, Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf, 

The leaves have been cut regularly and are of uniform size. The manu- 
script is undated and is probably not very old. It is in a state of good pre- 
servation, having a fresh and clean appearance. The margins are clean, No 
corrections are noticeable. 

: M, 

Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No. 299. Folios 259, with about 9 lines ta a 
page. Size 213” X 13”. Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf. 

{10} The numbering of the folios begins with the second folio, the first 
being marked »ff and not counted. The manuscript has an oldish appear- 
ance. The leaves are uneven and discoloured in places. The edges are 

10-4 


150 ARANYAKAPARVAN 


considerably worn and uneven; the central holes are enlarged, apparently 
from: constant use ; one corner of the last folio (numbered 258) is broken off 
and part of text is lost. The margins are clean; corrections, which are 
interlinear, are few and far between. 


MANUSCRIPTS NOT INCLUDED IN THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 


Besides the twenty-eight manuscripts detailed above, the following two 
manuscripts were also examined by me, which deserve notice. 

1, Calcutta, Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal Collection, No, 3312 (4065), 
Folios 166; size 13" X 10", Sarada characters. Dated Saka 1630 (ca. A.D. 1708). 
Kaémiri paper. 

2, Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society's Collection, No. 966 (= 
BD, 245). Folios 235, with about 15 lines to a page ; size 144” X 64”. Old Deva- 
nagari characters, Dated Sarhvat 1573 (ca, A.D. 1516). Indian paper, Illustrated. 

The dated Saérad& manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of 
Bengal is a very fragmentary and fragile manuscript, in an extremely delapi- 
dated condition. The custodians of the manuscript would not part with it 
for collation at the Institute, but allowed it to be collated and photographed 
on the premises of the Society. The difficulty in the way of collating--as of 
photographing—it, was that many of the folios were stuck together and could 
be separated only at the risk of damaging the writing. A partial study of the 
manuscript showed that the basic text is probably Kaémiri, but it is contami- 
nated deeply from the Mid-Indian versions (Bengali-Devanagari). The ma- 
nuscript is briefly described in Haraprasada SHastri's Descriptive Catalogue, 
Vol. 5, at p. 106. A facsimile of a page from this manuscript, containing 
the text from 3. 242. 20° to 243. 15, is given at the end of Volume 4 of this 
edition. Note the bits of commentary (a1) wrongly incorporated, in lines 
9-10, and in lines 12-13. 

The other manuscript, which belongs to the Bombay Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society, is, on the other hand, an extremely valuable old manuscript, 
dated in V. Sathvat 1573 (= A.D. 1516). It would have been fully collated 
and used for our edition, but for the circumstance that it is also very frag- 
mentary, nearly one-third of the number of folios being, unfortunately, irre- 
coverably lost. The original manuscript was written at Yoginipura (modern 
Delhi) during the reign of “Sulitran Sikandara”, who appears to be the 
famous Sikandar Shah Lodi, Sultan of Delhi, for Bhanudasa Chaudhari—a 
resident of Kacchauva (a “ water-fortress ", jeladurga).1 The manuscript was 
constantly [11} consulted by me in case of doubt toa see what help it could 
give. I have cited its evidence occasionally, in the “ Critical Notes” at the 


1 This Kacchauva may perhaps be identified with the modern “ Kachola”, a 
town in Udaipur State. The Imperial Gazetteer (1886) states that in former times 
the town, which stoad on the western bank of a Jerge ioke, must have been a place 
of some importance ; for all around, the ground is strewn with fragments of extremely 
fine sculpture, and half wey up the hill the ruins of a temple are visible. 
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end of this Book, on important matters. I append here in full the somewhat 
lengthy post-colophon statement, which is not without interest. The copyist 
was probably a Jaina. Here follows the statement : 


farrarg adoma: aeafen aig agro: | det: sate a Bas gel vag 
Bre: WU Saree 8493 EO TER SAT UH seMAA Afdtge safe 
ReaRers wee Wn RELA ePaTegh un dagen ea: aq faa 
we) thee er 1 ger gar seat wear 1 cet ga Rong (1) Aree eras 
neraren erreoaTy srepent feet 1 fed srrenthray 1 ( sign ) wearer 
(sign) 1 varia 00 si aan Same cemetne fatrertd 1 TEETTT 
TH CF TAA Gere: Nn SATA aac | gma feTet ( read fore ) fit 1 
a dz ge ftom (read?) dart maT ate etl 

The manuscript is bricfly described in H. D. VeLaNnKar's Descriptive 
Catalogue of the Society’s manuscripts, Vol. 2, p. 292. 


TESTIMONIA 


The testimonia of the Aranyaka consist of ancient commentaries and 
epitomes, of which there are not very many in the case of this parvan. 

Devabodha's commentary on the Aranyaka has unfortunately been lost, 
or at least has not been recovered so far. The same is true of the Javanese 
version. This parvan thus unfortunately lacks two of the oldest—and the 
most important—of the testimonia of the Mahabharata,—works which have 
rendered yeoman service in some of the parvans already edited. 

As regards other works of that nature, there is, as far as 1 know, extant 
at least one complete manuscript of the commentary of Arjunamiéra on the 
Aranyaka. It belongs to thé Government Sanskrit College Collection in Cal- 
cutta’ (No. 310); cf. Catalogue, Vol. 4, p. 190. There are also incomplete 
copies of the commentary in the Sanskrit College at Benares (MSS. No. 2279 ; 
and 16g 34). I had the use of a rough copy of the Calcutta Sanskrit 
College manuscript mentioned above, which was kindly supplied to me, at my 
request, by the Principal of the College. The copy was however found to be 
full of clerical errors and was not exactly suitable for collation. It was there- 
fore used by me merely for occasional consultation. The text used by Arjuna- 
migra is, as usual, of a superior type, and his commentary would repay care- 
ful study, if good manuscripts of the commentary could be obtained. A fac- 
simile of the single extant page of a paper manuscript of what proved to be 
Arjunamiéra’s commentary on the Aranyakaparvan, written in Saradé cha- 
racters and’ included by chance in the Sarad4 manuscript of this parvan be- 
longing to the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, forms the frontispiece of the 
second part of the Aranyakaparvan (Vol. 4). The passage commented on is 
3. 133. 20 to 134. 9. Note the consecutive numbering of the lines in the left 
margin, 
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Another useful testimonium of the MahSbharata is the Bhératomaifijati 
of Kgemendra. Ksemendra summarizes the Arapyaka in about 2000—to be 
precise 1964—stanzas, divided into the following 51 sections : 

(12) (1) eer; (2 ) Rgamat (3) sogrent;s (4) Bae; (5 ) 
feetraa!; (6 ) arcane; (7) Sa; (8) Serena; (9) easton; 
(10) adtereart; (11) geaadtdarn; (12) vteadaar; (13) ener; (14) 
seems ; (15) entdtiinena; (16) diet; (17) araguent; (18) 
sree ; (19,) erraakeia 5 (20) errata; (21) areata; (22) egaatreana ; 
(23) gree; (24) wage; (25) wage; (26) Saamamm; (27) 
frarerersae ; (28) Strectdarar ; (29) amram; (30) areromerea; (31) Beit- 
ment; (32) aeacteeheene ; (33) aeeieren ; (34) artetqemren (sic); (35) 
afiora (36) angetoren ; (37) gxgatert; (38) gegen; (39) 
Gfadrarena; (40) enfeea; (41) dtedtacnnardar; (42) stem; (43) 
gitvamtvte; (44) errgae; (45) anerneit; (46) Addi; (47) 
Rhett ; (48) atten ; (49) ertreqoreaa ; (50) goeereet; (51) eneary, 

From this list of contents, it can be seen that almost all the stories and 
episodes which we now find in our text of the Aranyaka were there already in 
Kegemendra’s time (ca. 1050 a.D.). The parvan must therefore have had then 
the same general form and appearance! as now. More significant is the fact 
that all important passages—without exception—that are lacking in our manus- 
cripts of the Kaémiri version are likewise missing in the Mafijars. This fact 
alone cannot prove that these passages were lacking in the Kaémiri version of 
the eleventh century. Some or even al! of them could have been omitted by 
a poet who was making an epitome of an extensive work like the Aranyaka- 
parvan : he would be within his rights in doing so. But the Meiijari does not 
omit any important episode or passage which is not omitted at the same time 
in the KaSmiri version of the Great Epic. Consequently, unless the version of 
the Aranyakaparvan used by Ksemendra was nearly indentical with our 
Kaémiri version, the coincidence that our KaSmiri manuscripts omit just 
those passages which Ksemendra had considered not worth including in his 
epitome, and no other, would be extremely curious, if not miraculous. It 
seems accordingly most probable that the episodes which are not found in 
Ksemendra’s Manjari were already lacking in the KaSmiri version of the Maha- 
bharata in the eleventh century. 1 think, therefore, that with the help of this 
testimonium, we can establish for the omissions of the KaSmiri version an anti- 
quity much higher than that vouchsafed solely by the age of our manuscripts, 
which are later by some centuries than the period of the composition of Kée- 
mendra’s Bhdretamanijari. 

Noteworthy among such omissions of the Mafijari are the following three 
“Tt is worth noting that our Saradi Codex uniformly writes figrlt for our 
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lengthy passages : (1) the Temptation of Arjuna by UrvaSi (App. 1, No. 6); 
(2) Kara's Conquest of the World (App. I, No. 24); (3) the Visit of Dur- 
vasas to Yudhisthira (App. I, No, 25). The first of these three interpola- 
tions has insinuated itself in the manuscripts of almost all versions and is now 
Jacking only in some manuscripts of the Kaémiri version.? The second among 
them is documented only by Devanagari manuscripts, excepting a few con- 
flatedd manuscripts of other versions ; consequently its claim to be recognized 
as an authentic passage is not very substantial. Finally, the last passage in- 
troducing Durvasas into the story, a passage which is really restricted to the 
Nilakantha version, with the casual support of a few Devanagari and some 
conflated manuscripts, does not really come into question ; because its spurious 
character is very {13} evident and does not need an elobate proof.? 


The versions of the commentators Caturbhuja and Nilakantha are des- 
cribed below under the Devanigari version. 


PEDIGREE OF THE ARANYAKAPARVAN VERSIONS 


Vyasa's Bharata 
| 
Ur-Mahabharata 
4 4 
Z | So ygel ee 
I | | 
y Y o 
L. pa ies b 
| i | { | | 4 
Sarada Bengali (Non-K) Telugu Grantha Malayalam 
(8) (B) Deveuteart {F) (G) (M) 
1 See below, p. 160. 


# With this story disappears one of the very few episodes in the Mahabharata 
in which Sri Krgpa is represented as hearing from a distance, as it were by clair- 
audience or divine omniscience, the prayers of his distressed devotees and as either 
coming instantly to their help in person or providing invisibly the means of their 
rescue or safety. The other episode I had in mind, which has likewise proved to 
be an interpolation, is the well-known scene, in the Sabhiparvan of the disrobing 
of Draupadi (Draupadi-vastra-harana), when, according to the Vulgate version, 
Draupadi prays to Sri Kreme, who hears her prayer and comes running to her rescue. 
(Cowen cart wei sae: gearama! B. 2 68. 45), and she is clothed again and 
again, miraculously, at eresumably by the intervention and grace of Sri Kpma. 
They undoubtedly represent a later phase of Krspa worship. 
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A CRITICAL SURVEY OF THE RECENSIONS AND THEIR 
VERSIONS, 


GENERAL SURVEY 


A description of the forest life of the Pandavas constitutes the topic of the 
Third Book, the Aranyaka—(Aranya—or Aranya—), parvan, commonly 
called (for short) the Vanaparvan, whose extent is between 11,000 and 12,000 
Slokas (i.e. “ granthas”). The actual incidents narrated, pertaining to the life- 
history of the heroes in this parvan, are indeed few and unimportant compar- 
ed to the size of the book. The entire narrative has been condensed by 
Ksemendra in his Bhératemaiijeri into less than 2,000 stanzas, without omitting 
any of the main incidents. The great extent of the parvan has been made 
up by the inclusion of episodes of the most diverse kind : storics of ancient 
kings, sages, and virtuous women ; description of places of pilgrimage (tirtha- 
yatra); discourses [14] on moral, ethical and philosophical topics, ancient 
gathas and anuvarhfa stanzas. It was a fashion for some time to obelize this 
episodic matter as late interpolation. But that is a misguided view, originating 
with a certain type of critics who have exhibited a uniform lack of under- 
standing of the meaning of the Mahabharata and of the basic plan and aim 
of the creators of our great epic. The episodical material in the Mahabha- 
rata is, in general, not secondarily introduced ; it belongs to the original 
plan and serves a distinct purpose. As Pisani has pointed cut in his paper 
on the “ Rise of the Mahabharata”, the bulk of didactic and episodic matter 
has been used to fill up the great “temporal hiatuses”” in the narrative, viz, 
in the first place, the twelve years of exile in forest (Aranyaka), and then the 
long interval between the end of the Bharata War and the last adventure of 
the Pandavas (Santi and AnuSdsana). “‘ This distribution", remarks PISANI, 
“to fill up temporal hiatuses has not only the scope of not disturbing the 
course of narration, but also that of helping the reader to pass over irrele- 
vant years without striking against too strong a contrast between periods mit 
nutely narrated and cthers rapidly surpassed. In a not different manner Ho- 
mer introduces often dialogues and episodic stories when he must conceal the 
flowing of times without noteworthy events.” 

The episodic material is largely Puranic in character. Many of the Pu- 
tanic stories we find here narrated over again. Moreover, as the references 
given in the foot-notes to the text and the critical notes at the end of this 
Book (pp. 1091-1109) will show, there is considerable verbal agreement bet- 
ween the epic and Purainic versions of the stories. The Puranas which show 
the closest contact and widest parallelism are the Skanda, Padma and Brah- 
ma. The entire story of Skanda (adhy. 213-221), together with the passage 
containing the 108 names of the Sun (our adhy. 3, stanzas 18-28), recurs 


2 A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies presented to Prof. F. W. Thomes, 
ete. (1938), p. 170. 
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mutual relationship are e absent or obliterated, except for two or three common 
stanzas and stray padas. 

The reference in our parvan to Vayu, aR APLT (3, 189. 14), is 
worth considering in this connection. Nothing corresponding to the general 
contents of the passage where it occurs is to be found in the extant Vayu 
Purfna, as is remarked by HoPxins,' or for the matter of that in any other 
Purana proclaimed by Vayu. There are, however, a few stanzas in the Vayu 
describing the dissolution of the world where verbal similarity with some 
stanzas of this passage is pronounced, even though they are introduced in the 
Vayu in a different context. The Mahabharata, as mentioned in it (3. 189. 
14), draws upon a Purana of Vayu—and indeed, the topic narrated belongs 
properly to a Purana in its right, a Purana which is older than the extant 
Puranas and which must be presumed to be now irretrievably lost. The evi- 
dence for establishing a relationship between the extant Vayu and its old 
namesake to which the epic is indebted is lacking, barring these few stray 
stanzas. 

Our parvan also contains an epitome of the legend of Rama, son of Daéa- 
ratha, the hero of the Ramayana, which is known as Ramopakhyana (adhy. 
258-275) ; but in the Parvasamgraha this passage is called  garqu 
(1. 2. 126). Does this name imply any connection with! our “ Ramayana” ? 
Jacont has tried to show that the RamopakhyZna is indeed an epitome of 
the work commonly known as Valmiki’s Ramayana, a conclusion which has 
been confirmed by subsequent researchers.? 

This book, as already observed, is particularly rich in legends of ancient 
India. Among them are three worthy of special mention, viz., the Tale of 
Nala, the RéyaSmga Legend and the Story of Savirtri which have been critical- 
ly edited here for the first time. The first of these, the Tale of Nala, has by 
way of translations into English, {16} French, German, Dutch, Italian and 
other European languages, passed into the great stream of world literature. 
The second, the Réya&mga Legend, though not so well known, has yet a long 
and interesting history and shows many modulations and ramifications, as has 
been convincingly shown by Professor Heinrich Lijpers in his well-known 
monograph on the subject, “Die Sage von ResyaSmga.”* The story of 
S4vitri portraying woman in the réle of the saviour of man, which represents 
the high-water mark of epic poetry, is in a class by itself, and deserves to be 
more widely known. It is to be hoped that this first critical edition of the 
three of the most famous episodes of the Mahabharata will evoke the interest 
of Indologists and encourage further study of them. 


1 The Great Epic of India, p. 48. 

® Cf. V. S. SUKTHANKAR, “Epic Studies VIII", in A Volume of Studies in 
Indology presented to Prof. P, V. Kane etc. (1941), pp. 472 ff. 

® Nachrichten von der Kénigt, Gessell, der Wiss, zu Gottingen, Phil-hist. KL, 
1897, pp. 87-135 ; see also ibid. 1901, pp. 28-56. 
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THE TWO RECENSIONS 


The text of the Aranyakaparvan is, relatively speaking, remarkably 
smooth, offering no special difficulties for textual reconstruction. There are 
of course, as usual, discrepancies between the Northern and the Southern 
recensions, and between the various versions comprising these two main recen- 
sions. But it is noteworthy that in the whole of this big parvan, comprising 
between 11,000 and 12,000 “Slokas”, there are not many transpositions of 
any consequence and there are also remarkably few “substitute passages”. 
By the latter I mean parallel versions of fairly long passages in two or more 
conflicting recensions which agree in general sense but are worded differently 
in different groups of manuscripts, so that they cannot be co-ordinated line by 
line,—passages which we find in Jarge numbers in some of the other parvans, 
notably in the Virataparvan. These substitute passages are very clear evidences 
of textual corruption—or, shall we say, derangement ?—and indeed very em- 
barrassing to the textual critic. As for the transpositions, there is only one that 
is worth noting here, and that is of the last adhyaya of this parvan. The 
whole of this adhyaya is bodily transferred in the Southem recension to the 
next parvan and appears there incorporated in the first adhyaya of that par- 
van! It is not possible to say with certainty whether this chapter, which in 
all probability is itself an interpolation, belongs legitimately to our parvan 
or to the next ; but it appears to be distinctly more appropriate in its North- 
ern setting, as its intrusion in the Virataparvan seems to lead to some obvious 
repetitions as well as disturbance of context.* 

There are naturally quite a number of large and small insertions in the 
various versions. But in this matter also the present parvam prepares a sur- 
prise for us. From the experience gained from our critical editions of the Adi, 
Sabha, and Virata parvans especially, we are inclined to regard the Southern 
recension as a highly inflated version of the text. Now, in this parvan—strange 
to say—the Vulgate version, which is based on the late Northern tradition, is 
actually considerably longer than the Southern, as may be seen from the 
extent of this parvan according to the existing printed editions of the Vul- 
gate and the Southem recension: the Calcutta edition has 12,848 élokas 
(corrected figure) as against 11,138 Slokas in Sasrei's Southern Recension. 

{17} The large excess in the Calcutta-Bombay editions compared with 
Sastrt's is explained by the fact that the Vulgate text contains about a dozen 
adhyayas which are lacking entirely in the Southern recension ; whereas the 
Southem recension contains only two passages of any considerable length 
(App. I, Nos. 4 and 23); which are not found in representative manuscripts 
of the Northern recension, they being peculiar to the Southern,-—with the 
result that the Calcutta edition has 1710 Slokas in excess of SasTRI’s edition 


2 See H. Livers, “ Uber die Grantharecension des Mabibharata”, Abhand- 
lungen der Konigl. Gesell, der Wiss, zu Gottingen (1901), p. 53. 
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of the Aranyaka-parvan. Thus we see that though, as a whole, the Southern 
recension is unquestionably inflated, yet the process of inflation, as is evident 
from this parvan, is not uniform throughout the epic,—which is a very im- 
portant and significant fact. 

Though the best version of the Northern recension—namely, the Sarada-K 
version—and the Southern recension agree remarkably well as regards the 
general extent of the parvan, there are nevertheless numerous specific indivi- 
dual readings, characterizing the two recensions—Northern and Southern—- 
and distinguishing them sharply from each other. Here is a selection of 
readings peculiar to the two main recensions, the references being to adhydyas 
and élokas, . 


Northern Recension Southern Recension 
1. 37 att : x . . . oi 
141 yyy. 5 < S - BT 


2.13 feet. 5 wut (text) 
231 aftr. 2... Rama: ( text ) 


234 mm... am ( text) 
245 th. | RE 
2,50 meq ‘ ° 5 . fer 


2.74 aarart. 7 3 4 . ators 

CS i |, Sr 
8. 2 aw UT . . . . Fat 
12.16 water Set. Oe . Re 


12.59 qmataae |. i aE: 
13. 13 ea{or ere peteew: | emfSrtenran: 
13.28 aft 2 6... att 
13.50 mm... wm 


13.78 gga. fs . AO or 4 
13. 83 qart afta a. eg Rata Ate 
48. 4 feefened - , . aft fmt 
101, 1 wafers oe RTT EE 
RTPA TY .  areftr aguferen: 4 
IT may add here examples of short passages found in the Southem Re- 
cension which are lacking in the Northern, and thus distinguish it from the 
latter : 6*, 17*, 18", 100°, 118*, 176*, 197", 201*, 207%, 208", -209*, 217*, 
236", 237", 239°, 241", 246*, 273*, 289°, 304*, 306°, 314%, 315°, 331°, 
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841", 347°, 351", 367°, 383°, 385%, 386%, 407°, 425%, 471°, 474*, 475°, 
481", 489°, 491*, 496°, 497*, 500*, 503", 506*, 507°, 509*, 513*, 515*, 
518*, 519*, 520*, 523*, 524*, 525°, 526°, 527°, 533°, 534°, 573", 594", 598", 
606", 612*, 615%, 626*, 634*, 645*, 650", 653*, 709*, 721*, 739°, 740", 
742*, 745", 75\*, 756", 759°, {18} 781*, 782%, 807%, 808", 816*, 854*, 935°, 
941*, 950°, 954*, 975%, 988°, 995*, 997%, 1002*, 1006", 1030", 1092°, 
1093", 1102", 1114", 1204*, 1206°, etc. etc., etc. 

Tt may be observed ‘that all these additions in the Southern recension 
(with the exception of only one or two), numerous as they are, are uniformly 
short, each usually consisting of not more than a couple of lines. 

As remarked already, the text of this parvan is remarkably smooth, not 
presenting any unusual difficulties in the way of restitution. When the 
S4rad4-K version (which is the best Northem version) and the Southern 
recension are placed vis-d-vis, we can in general reconstruct the original with 
confidence, barring a certain number of minor verbal fluctuations in the shape 
of synonymous phrasings, which remain indeterminate without affecting the 
construction or obscuring the sense. The concord between the Sarada-K ver- 
sion and the Southern recension in point of general content is striking, and 
forms a sure basis for constituting a single text. Contamination between the 
KaSmiri version and the Southern recension cannot be proved, but contami- 
nation between the Bengali-Devanagari version and the Southern recension is 
not impossible. The agreements between the Bengali-Devanagari and the 
Southern recension have nevertheless been as a mule utilized to arrive at a 
tentative stop-gap, based on the indications of documental evidence. But it 
should be noted that the KaSmiri-Southem agreements have for greater docu- 
mental authority and probative value than the Bengali-cum-Devanagari and 
Southern agreements. . 

Let me put the matter in a slightly different way. The highest docu- 
mental probability we can demand and expect is when all manuscripts of our cri- 
tical apparatus—which is the same as saying, all our different versions—agree 
on a reading or a feature. We must accept this as the original ; at least we 
do not want to question it, at present. In the absence of such complete con- 
cord, the next best combination is the agreement between the Sarad4 version 
and the Southern recension (against Bengali-Devangari). Third in import- 
ance is, in my opinion, the concord between the Southern recension and the 
Bengali-cum-Devanagari version (against the SAradi). Fourth in order 
stands the agreement between only Northern versions or only Southern ver- 
sions inter se, which I consider, in general, as of equal value. With the pro- 
viso that a passage or a stanza or even a line, which is not necessary to the 
context, may be rejected, if it is actually omitted entirely in even one of the 
important versions, since—as experience has shown—the chances of confla- 
tion are always very much greater than those of accidental or intentional 
omission. 
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CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AND THEIR 
MANUSCRIPTS 
The Saradé (or KaSmiri) Version. 

We are fortunate in possessing for this parvan also, a genuine Kaémiri 
manuscript written, in old Garad4 characters, on folios prepared from the 
Himalayan birch-bark (bktirjapatra). The manuscript is no other than the 
now world-famous “ Sarada Codex”, the unique birch-bark manuscript of 
the Mahabharata belonging to the Bombay Government Collection, now 
deposited at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, with identification 
No. 159 of 1875-76, which is the only extant genuine representative of the 
old £19} version of KaSmir Our manuscript is, in other words, the conti- 
nuation of the Sarada manuscript used for the Adi and Sabha. The manus- 
cript is fragmentary, breaking off in the middle of 3. 253. 184, thus lacking 
unfortunately the last 46 adhyayas of our text. For this lacuna we have to 
depend upon the “ K” version, some manuscripts of which have proved to be 
moderately good copies of the Sarada version, especially K,, which is des- 
cribed below. 

It is now recognized by the competent authorities on the subject that the 
Sarada version is, in many respects, the most faithful representative of the 
original now extant ; and the text of the Aranyakaparvan as preserved in our 
S&rada Codex only confirms this view. 

The Sarada text of the Aranyaka is of a piece with the texts of the Adi 
and the Sabha. The stanzas comprising the text have not been actually 
counted—it would not be easy to compute its exact extent, as the text com- 
prises élokas, tristubhs and two lengthy prose passages—but it is, in al! prob- 
ability, the shortest version of the parvan now extant, since it omits many 
passages which are found in other versions and manuscripts, while it does not 
contain new additions of any consequence. The text includes many archaic 
survivals in point of linguistic usage and shows what may fairly be regarded 
as “difficult readings” (lect. diff.), in comparison with those of other 
manuscripts, 


The most striking omission of the Kaémiri version is the story of Urvadi 
(adhy. 45-46 of the Vulgate=passage No. 6 of our App. I), which relates 
how Arjuna is tempted by Urvasi during his sojourn’ in Indra’s heaven, and 





a The Kaémiri character of the text of our Sdradi manuscript, which is sug- 
gested by the script (Sarad&) and the writing material (bhirjapatra), is confirmed 
not only by the reading aj in the third pada of the introductory mantra aygaqui 
amregay etc. ; but also by the regular omission of the word aqrq in auch reference as 
Sagas sara, and further by such Katmiri spellings of names like qregjeqy (for apezen) 
in 3. 17, 22, corresponding to adtumt (for gtem) in the Virdta; cf. Raciu Vira, 
Introduction to the Virdtaparvan, p. xi. Bhéaratamonjori has apeitey in 3, 159 
and gz in 4. 36, etc. That is a real Kaémiri trait, 
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how he refuses her advances on the ground that she is dn ancestress of his. 
Although this piquant story has permeated all versions of the epic except the 
Kaémiri (S, and some K), there is no reason to doubt that it is a late addi- 
tion. The highly erotic description of the voluptuous hetare of the gods, Urvaéi, 
with its pronounced sex appeal, is in my opinion totally incompatible with 
the epic setting, which lacks all “feminine” interest and eschews all erotic 
topica as such. The stanzas I refer to are (App. I. No. 6. lines 50-57=Bom- 
‘bay ed. 3. 46.8-11 = Calcutta ed. 3. 1824-1827) : 


freayreet qaet Pecarqarefeat 
Tegra erctrnat eet sear seer: | 
erigeteetarsearrent 92 Ge | 
firestarter 


{20} The spurious character of this lengthy erotic interlude seems to me 
to be further revealed by two stanzas of phalasruti with which the passage ends 
(App. I, No. 6, lines 157-162=Bomb. ed. 3. 46. 62-63=Cal, ed, 3, 1877- 


1878) : 

aed apnfiet eer aegered 81 

FET GT: HAG Tr Tata | 

KTHATAOATET TE 
ofa alte fafraca greater | 
SATTAARTTATTNT- 
faaranhreanta ata: | 
The object of the interpolations seems to be also clear. It is primarily 
intended to motivate Arjuna’s masquerading as the dancing master to Prin- 
cess Uttara in the harem at the court of Virata, which is narrated in the 
next parvan. The devout see in it a trial, a test, to see if Arjuna’s mind was 
as pure as his body was strong. Arjuna withstands the test successfully. But 
the reward he gets for his patience and self-control is a curious one; he is 
cursed by the angry and disappointed nymph that he would live as a eunuch 
among women! This apparent curse is, however, looked upon as a blessing 
in disguise, for it was ta take effect and serve its purpose in the thirteenth 
year of the exile through which Arjuna along with his brothers must remain 
unrecognized (ajfietavasa). 
This jejune invention creates, however, many complications not foreseen 
by the interpolator, as it is unfortunately contradicted by Arjuna himself in 
Boy 
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the very next parvan, when he confesses to Uttara, that though he has been 
telling people that he is a eunuch (4. 10. 8-9), he is in reality nothing of the 
kind, and that he has only been practising strict continence, having taken the 
vow of rigid celibacy for one full year by order of his eldest brother, Yudhig- 
thira (4. 40. 12-13) : 


mrafiatmetger eacacing 
= mera’ & pisces it 
amen grat Aarne areteiga: | 
waren Fale at ed aR It 
If that be so, then we must assume that either Urva&i’s curse had failed 
to materialize or—what is more plausible—that Arjuna was never under any 
curse such as the one implied in this interpolation. Such an interpolation 
could have been made only when it was considered necessary that Arjuna 
ought in reality to have been a eunuch to be admitted into the ladies’ apart- 
ments at the Virata court, or at least to justify his specific statement to the 
effect that he was a eunuch. But this appalling realism is as clumsy as it is 
unnecessary. The original conception was obviously quite different. At the 
end of the twelfth year of their exile Dharma tells Yudhigthira that they 
could go to Virata’s kingdom in any capacity or with any profession, and no 
one would recognize them under any circumstances. Their sakalpa would 
be so strong that they would appear to ethers in any shape or form desired 
by themselves, without any external aid or make-up (3. 298. 17, 19) : 


qaft a4 ster alters afte | 

a at fered efaitrg etag ace! 
(21] aa: dened St AE TET TERT! 

arent atest at seqat referer Il 

In these circumstances I think there is not much doubt that the sus- 
pected episode is in fact a clumsy interpolation, and the circumstance that 
the Sarrad4 version lacks is only an additional proof of the superiority of 
this version. 

I may add here that the whole story is likewise missing not only in the 
Bharatemenjeri but also in the fragmentary but excellent Devanagari manus- 
cript of the Aranyakaparvan belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society (No. 966, fol. 43b), which I have occasionally consulted in 
doubtful cases. 

Further particulars of the Sarad4 version will be found under the account 
of the “KK” version, which follows next, and with which the Sarada version 
is intimately connected. 


1 See above p. 1501, 
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A facsimile of a page of the “Sarada Codex” ($,) appears as the fron- 

tispiece of this volume. The text is 3. 45. 1-25. 
The “ K” Version. 

This version, as is the case of the other parvans, is a specific Devanagari 
version, closely related to the Sarada, and clearly differentiated from the so- 
called Devandgari version. The manuscripts comprising this version must in 
part be merely Devanagari copies of Sarad4 originals and may in part repre- 
sent the version of a province or a region adjoining the Sarad& zone, which 
it has not been possible to localize more precisely. 

That the manuscripts of the K version are akin to and cognate with $, 
may be seen from the numerous readings common to S, and K. (with or with- 
out some other Devanagari manuscripts). But it is demonstrated especially 
forcibly by their common omission of certain important and well-known pas- 
sages found in all other manuscripts, or at least in all other manuscripts of 
the Northern recension. Of such passages, given in our App. I, the most 
important are numbered 16-18, 22, 27 and 31. 


Of these passages No. 16, which forms a separate adhydya of about 130 
lines, and is a medley of legends—among them the story of Narakdsura and 
the legend of the rescue of the Earth by Visnu in the Boar incarnation,—is 
omitted in all five: manuscripts of the group S, K, besides D,_, of the North- 
em recension. It is, in other words, characteristic cf the Mid-Indian group, 
Bengali and late Devanagari—Passage No. 17 (42 lines), describing the 
retum of the Pandavas to the hermitage at Badari, has permeated more 
widely, and is now found not only in the entire Southern recension but also 
in all manuscripts of the Northern recension except $, K (with D,.,.;). Here 
also we notice that the group §, K is clearly distinguished from the typical 
Central sub-recension B De Dn Dj.¢.—No. 18 is a short passage of 24 lines 
of exactly the same type; that is to say, it is omitted in S$, K (with some 
other ailied Devanagari manuscripts) in opposition to the typical Mid-Indian 
group B De Dn D,.. K; secondarily incorporates in its text only the first 
four lines of the passage, which is as indication of the manner in which the 
additions of the Central sub-recension (B D) have contaminated the Sarada- 
K version—Another passage of that type is No. 22 (giving the names of 
Skanda); which is omitted in the whole group ($, K), with {22} the single 
exception of the conflated manuscript K..—The next passage of that kind is 
No. 27, a lengthy passage of 87 lines describing in detail how Jayadratha, 
after being released from captivity by Yudhisthira, seeks the help of the god 
Mahadeva in order to avenge himself ; it is found in all Northern manuscripts 
except §, K D,.—The last passage in our list is No. 31, a long spun out lament 
by Yudhisthira on seeing his brothers lying on the ground as if dead near 
the Enchanted Lake, a passage which is also found in all Northern manus- 
cripts except S, K (with D,. ;..)- 
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The contrast between S, K and the Mid-Indian group is well brought 
aut by two different single-line insertions, which are nothing but two different 
attempts to fill out a supposed lacuna after 3. 107. 18. After this stanza, 


$, K D, ins.: B De Dn Dy.«. ¢ ins. 
531* qqaceal a rea wa | 532" arreat Tamika amram 
qaftrernan: 1 Rerafe | 


Both of these, as shown by S (which our constituted text here follows), are 
superfluous, as will be clear from a perusal of the text (3. 107. 18-19) ; 


aenae ferret cali aret a as | 
arerente acrafer at reer fafa 
eat aa agra akagerre 1 
eratisfrarentt raed & mera 


Notwithstanding the fact that the manuscripts comprising the K version 
show many striking agreements which distinguish them from other groups, 
the K group itself cannot be said to be quite homogeneous. Of these K, is 
distinctly conflated and rather more deeply contaminated than the others. 
While preserving a large number of Kaémiri readings, it sides frequently 
{especially in the early adhydyas) with the Bengali-Devanagari group; at 
times even showing readings peculiar to the late Nilakantha tradition. K, 
is really a manuscript of the same type, though the degree of contamination 
is considerably less. K,, on the other hand, shares with $, many unique 
readings, coming closest to it. Indeed I am inclined to regard the concordant 
readings of $, and K, as the specific Kasmiri readings. In K, the last manus 
cript of the K version, the contamination has gone yet further than in any 
other K manuscript, K, incorporating occasionally not merely Southern read- 
ings, but sporadically even what are characteristic Southern insertions. 


I append here examples of readings showing special affinity between §, 
and K, (references are to adhyayas and Slokas) : 


: 4 Ks Other MSS. 
7.10 sam derrepi dent wrefteqeat 
ameret qd ys MINERS gat ( or HIE) 1 
7.15 are hait + Sitar a ofirt ( or wafed) 
‘i win : of fit (text ), eahta, afta, etc. 


aay ( text ), ae 


7.16 (with Dis) ana 

7.18 emma gt gen aerate, Here ( oF HERTH:, “AM, TH: ) 
Ut aerate, Trepenga: Says TTT, 

9% 5 (withDes) eft : oa. 
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{23} Here follow examples showing the contamination of K, with B D; 

and especially with the group B De Dn D,,, : 
K: B + some D 

2 6 Fam aft 

2. 9 qrentar, 
2.10 arerft 

2, 32 gtg 
13. 54 atraa 
13. 98 gtrn: 

17. 3 Seppater : 
25.15 aaefter were: + wafer: eerefter: 

34. 11 yaar 2 ear (text ), orefte’. 

The contamination of K, is further proved by the circumstance that it 
has incorporated in its text the following inscrtions of the Central sub-reccn,- 
sion : 10*, 14*, 16*, 22*, 50*, 52*, 55*, 76*, 91*, 97", 107%, 126*, 184°, 
192", 215*, 249*, 390", etc., etc., etc. 


Examples showing spccially close contact between K, and Dn are as 
follows : 





37, 9 K, Dn a sf& : rest ate ( text ) df etc. 

37. 10 K; Dn aa : rest eat 

37. 26 K, Dn wgae: : rest aria: ( text ), afafbe: 

37. 38 Ke Dn “Rene: : rest (Reet 

38. 5 K;Dn aq (Dn, @): rest + 

38. 8 K, Dn aaa Briers : rest aff sqapratems, etc. 

44.16 Key Dn aa: rest 23x 

52. 5 K,Dn @: restq 

54. 3 Kz Dn transp. Ha — and gat: 

61. 82 Kz Dn D, oa: rest gut 

61. 111 K; Dn D, sag: : rest wey: 

81. 68 K, Dn Ds [et}gemrd: rest gor 

Examples of insertions almost restricted to K, Dn are : 50*, 55", (both 
very cleat interpolations), 326* (with K,) 390* (with D. 412* (with 
D,); and passage No, 12 of App. I (also found in D,, but with a different 
point of insertion). 






The contamination of K, from Dn is especially noticeable in the Nala 
Episode. Its Kaémiri character, however, again comes to the surface in such 
wrong transcription from the Garada as qeqrea (for gage) in 3. 97. 17. 

dla 
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Sporadic contamination of K, from S is seen in the insertion 159*, and in 
passage No. 4 of App. I (cf. v. 1. 3. 38. 18). 

Manuscripts D,_, of the Devanagari version show pronounced affinities 
with the K version, often supporting the specific readings and omissions of 
the latter, and they might have been classed under the K version. 

The Bengali Versicn. 

Our four Bengali manuscripts form on the whole a very homogeneous 
group, presenting generally a single common reading. The version has very 
close affinities with {24} a particular type of Devandgari manuscripts repre- 
sented by our Dn D,,, (with or without Dc). These two groups--B and Dc 
Dn D,.,—show as a rule the same readings, and contain the same insertions. A 
notable exception is 939*, which is a specific Bengali insertion lacking even in 
De D,., and found only in Dn of the Devanagari manuscripts. 

The affinity of B (Dc) Dn D,., (often with the conflated manuscript 
K,) is exemplified by the following readings : 


11. 27 K, B Dn Dye Weq’ : rest Hy” 

28, 32 K, BDc Dn Dec 9: rest & 

32, 13 B Dn Dig [at] a: rest aH 

34, 11 KeB De Dn Dus gen’: rest afta’ or atta” 
91, 2 BDn Dis efi 84: rest Rafi a 

93. 10 BDn Dys ait: rest a 
104. 9 BDn Dy aaa : rest ( mostly ) garg. 

Similarly B (Dc) Dn D,,,, differing from most other manuscripts, have 
the following short additions: 446*, 448*, 455* (also in two Southern 
MSS.) 466", 467*, 477", 498*, 512*, (with K,), 532*, (with D,), 540*, 
541*, 684", 806*, (with K,), 844", etc., etc, 

The Devanagari Versions (other than K). 

I have divided the Devanagari Versions into three groups: (1) the 
Version of Caturbhuja ; (2) the Version of Nilakaytha ; and (3) the Com- 
posite Version. The first two are the versions respectively of the commen- 
tators Chaturbhuja and Nilakantha, being accompanied by their glosses ; the 
third js a group of Devanagari manuscripts not associated with any commen- 
tary. 

The Devanagari Version of Caturbhuja. 

The version of the commentator Caturbhuja has little to recommend for 
itself. It generally sides with the BD group, showing a slight preference for 
B ; thus B and Dc have a common insertion 415*, not found in other manus- 
cripts of our critical apparatus. But it is definitely superior to the version 
of Nilakantha, in.so far that it lacks many of the very clearly spurious addi- 
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tions of the latter. The best known of such additions is a passage of 39 
lines (App. I, No. 12) inserted in the Nala Episode after our 3. 62. 10, which 
is found only in K, Dn D, and is comparable to the passage substituted in 
K, D,_, for stanzas 1-17 of our adhy. 62 (cf. App. J, No. 10). Especially 
in the later adhyayas of this parvan, De and D, go together, showing numer- 
ous agreements peculiar to themselves. Dc shows some unique additions, 
though their number is small ; examples are 129* and 402*, both being one- 
tine insertions. 

Manuscripts of Caturbhuja’s commentary on different parvans are avail- 
able ; that on the Virata has been published by the Gujarati Printing Press 
(Bombay 1915). It is not unlikely that Caturbhuja had written a commen- 
tary on the whole of the Mahabharata, though it is doubtful whether com- 
plete manuscripts of the whole of his commentary are now extant. The 
manuscripts I have hitherto seen were invariably of individual parvans 
separately handed down. 

{25} Very little is known about this scholiast. He bore the surname or 
title Misra, like his fellow commentator Arjuna Misra. It is therefore likely 
that he hails from Eastern India. It has not been possible to fix his clronology 
with precision even in relation to the five major Mahabharata commentators, 
Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Sarvajfia-Narayana, Arjunamisra and Nilakantha. 
But it is most unlikely that he is a very early commentator... In our manus- 
cripts the’ commentary is called Vakyedipika (fol. 1) : 


aragqaatteronmces arexeiitrsr | 
This name is analogous to the titles of the commentaries by Devabodha 
and Arjunamigra, Jianadipika and Arthedipika respectively ; compare also 
the title of Nilakantha’s commentary Bharate-bhavadipa. 


The Devanagari Version of Nilckanjha: the Vulgate. 


The version of Nilakantha has never inspired confidence, and in the case 
of the present parvan, it is singularly disappointing. It contains (along with 
some other manuscript groups) fourteen additional adhyayas, some of which 
are palpably very late interpolations. Notable among the latter are adhy. 
262-263 of the Vulgate (our App. I, No. 25), which relate how Duryodhana 
sends the Rsi Durvasas, with 10,000 disciples, to Yudhisthira at a moment 
when the latter would not be able to feed such an alarming crowd of hungry 
mendicants, In answer to Draupadi’s prayers, however, Sri Krsna appears, 
all of a sudden, from Dvaraka, and so contrives it that the mendicant 
fraternity, without having eaten a morsel of food, inexplicably feels all of a 
sudden completely satiated and slinks away in fear and trepidation. They 
vanish without even making an effort to explain the situation and express 


2 Mr, P. K. Gone, the Curator of the Institute, tentatively assigns him to the 
period A.D, 1350-1550, 
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their apologies to Yudhisthira, who had managed in the meantime to cook 
food enough to feed that astonishing large troop of beggars. This naive 
story, which is not without an element of humour, is found only in De, 
D,.2.6 G; besides Dn, a very poor collection of manuscripts, and is therefore 
obviously a very late interpolation. Its omission from our text, I feel sure, 
will not be regretted. 

The Vulgate contains many lines which are extremely weakly supported, 
at least by manuscripts of our critical apparatus. Thus, besides Dn, 5* is 
found only in D, ; 25* only in §, K, ; 30* only in K, D,; 48* only in D,: 
50* and 55* only in K, ; 874* only in D, ; 1193* only in D,; and passage 
No. 32 of App. I (a long interpolation of 72 lines) only in D, G, ! 

Dn also shows a surprisingly large number of unique readings, not found 
in any other manuscript, a few of which are noted below as illustrations : 


32. 31 Dn aria: rest ered 
33. 13 Dn “ggf&: : rest “gfe: 
43, 28 Dn atarttat : rest yfrartet 
60, 14 Dn arty : others at dia (text ), arta 
82. & Dn gon &i: rest ARGU 
82. 33 Dn w aeafa : rest Hee 
84. 11 Dn °oqet : rest area 
87. 1 Cn entity : rest sraPag 
93. 4 Dn Sham: : rest qveat: 
{26} 100. 4. Dn era: rest aire 
145. 1 Dn a7 fe : rest arat 
146, 53 Dn dari’ : rest dtarat 
167. 8 Dn gyem: others aq (text ), wT, act 
195. 14 Dn Sqnepy: rest “afer, 

Other specific readings of Dn, not supported by any other manuscript, 
will be found in : 3. 33. 35 (ware), 36 (ur), 46 (a3), 52 (fare); 
81. 21 ( aft ), 156 (aa: ); 82. 46 ( amma: ); 85.1 (ear), 10 (am), 16 (a 
for an Jrervdct wy: ); 86. 13 (ga: ); 178. 25 (at Rar); 198. 15 (xem), 
19 ( ¥t or Gt); 200. 54 (fate %); 229. 16 (agen: ); 230. 23 ( yeaa); 
235. 3 ( quent: ); 244. 13 ( eat); ete; etc. 

In his commentary on 3. 291. 70 (Bombay ed.), Nilakantha mentions 


Arjunamisra : apecary Brqoret@rnieaseris:, showing that Arjunamiéra is prior 
to Nilakantha, as has been proved by me elsewhere on other grounds also.! 


1 Cf. SUKTHANKAR, “Epic Studies (V)”, Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental 
Research Institute, vol, 17 (1985), p. 189 {, 
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In commenting on 3. 33. 59 (Bombay ed.): 

frat gen agai & gate qerterany | 
fagen saa ceqamdaa Tews: tl, 
Nilakantha notes certain commentators (a1: ). 
rere: are SAIL AAR Fret gear wera meray cafe ara 
aeat UT we a: | 
Owing to the ambiguity of the word gra:, it is not possible to say for 
certain whether Nilakantha is here referring to easter commentators or 
merely to old commentators, but he probably means the latter, as he calls 
easterners “ Gaudas.” 

Nilakantha appears to have been an adept in the Kama-Sistra also. In 
the course of his commentary on the chapter describing the general dege- 
neracy of the Kali age, he discusses certain pornographic details with a frank- 
ness which is as astonishing as it is disconcerting. The stanza in question is 
3. 186, 35 ( = Bombay ed. 3. 188. 41): 


agra grater: serarcesten: | 

wean: Peat aneafreafia gree il, 
on which Nilakantha has the gloss: g@vrm; feat aig after: we gag 
arent ge TeTeT BRT: | eeaed Tarde | 


In the beginning of his commentary, Nilakantha mentions his guru 
Lakgmanarya, Narayana-tirtha and Dhiregamiéra of Hamirapura : 


sue arcemadhiaraig, siteniaiar eiteqatet | 
Nilakantha’s guru Narayana-tirtha—not to be confused with the Maha- 
bharata commentator Nardyana-Sarvajfia or Sarvajfia-Narayana—has been 
identified by Mr. P. K. Gone with the author of the Mim&rmsi work Bhafta- 
bhasd-prakasika (c. A.D, 1650). 

Variants cited by Nilakantha will be found in his commentary on the 
following stanzas (references to the adyhaya and 4loka of the Bombay ed.): 
2. 37; 3. 63; 4.19; 6.3 ( qq: ) 7.5; 8 11-12; 9. 15; 10. 24, 32, 3 
11, 4, 8 (arqats: ); 12. 23, 35, 36, {27} 80; 15.7; 20. 10 ; 22. 4; 23, 8; 25. 1 
29, 8, 22 ( fheqe: ), 29; 30. 23, 41; 31. 8; 32. 13, 38, 59; 33. 8, 59 (stm: ) 
63, 68, 72; 35.3 (amas: ); 37.34; 40.4; 43.6 (erm), 71. 16 (at 






1 Cf. P, K. Gone, “ Date of the BhattabhiigaprakAsiké and identification of its 
author with the Guru of Nilakantha Caturdhara”, Mimarnsd-Prakaéa, vol. 3 (1938), 
pp. 66 ff—For further particulars about the life and family of Nilakantha, see now : 
P. K. Gove, “ Nilakagtha Caturdhara, the Commentator of the Mahabhirata—His 
Genealogy and Descendants,” Annals of the Bhandatker Oriental Research Institute, 
yol, 23 (Silver Jubilee Volume), 1942, pp. 146-161, 
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sate: eft cad); 82. 36, 38 (gt a gereaty Ea ); 84.9; 110. 3, 23 
(agheanftcre: svnfts: ); 117, 12 (sagan: ); 119. 13 ( ate ); 120, 2; 125. 
18 (sirereg ...... gt arent afer ); 129. 9 (sme:, wala: ); 147. 8; 162. 
20 (frend); 162, 28 ; 169. 8; 172. 9; 176. 9; 177. 22; 179. 15; 207. 49, 97 
(afead ); 211, 9, 16; 219, 22; 222. 1; 233. 8; 236, 31; 264, 12; 269. 3, 
10; 297. 24, 36; 315. 9; ete. 

The Composite Devanagari Version. 

The Devanagari has always been found to be a composite version. Our 
composite Devanigari manuscripts may be roughly divided into three groups. 
(1) The best group, from our view-point, is D,., which frequently agrees 
with $, K (but especially K,) in opposition to other D manuscripts and 
might have been classed under the K version. Of these D, agrees, however. 
frequently—especially in later adhyayas—with De, the version of Caturbhuja. 
(2) Then there is the group D,., which generally agrees with B De Dn, 
(3) The remaining manuscript D, is in a class by itself, presenting a text 
which is, for large parts, almost the same as that of the Nilakantha version, 
but which shows exceptionally some noteworthy discrepancies. Groups 2 
and 3 are frequently seen in combination, and we accordingly very often get 
a wider group B De Dn D,., (sometimes joined by K,). 

The affinity of the group D,_, is exemplified by the following concordant 
readings of these three manuscripts. 


3 D..s at fam : ( Parasm.) araiedt : rest a Prafet (Atm. ) rei: 
5 D,.s qemftat : other MSS. atRartat (text ), aftateat 
2 Dy. att: ae Bar: : other MSS. 4 eii( or at a: ga: gS 





e 


1 
14 D,-s qari : other MSS. qegeh( text ), ase 
15 D,., wean: ( Parasm. ) afgat: rest ang Teena’ ( Atm. ) 
34 Dyn Gaetan: : rest great: 
5 Dy. ar afa: : rest affat ( by transp. ) 
22) Dyn afteartt : rest stent 
29 D,-s qut: other MSS, wat ( text), aa 
167, 19 D,.5 aiwd : other N MSS. area ( text ) etc., etc. 

Examples of insertions, almost peculiar to D,_, and showing the close 
affinity between these three manuscripts, are: 182* (with K,), 288%, 334* 
(with K,}, 1025*, 1186*, 1188*, 1190*, 1194* (latter four with K,), etc., etc. 

As remarked above, the group D,.,, differing from other Devanagari 
manuscripts, frequently agrees with $, K. Examples of insertions common 
to §, K and D,_, (often with D,) are : 640*, 707*, 711°, 715%, etc. etc. 

Group D,-; is important for the reason that it lacks (like $, K) many 
of the interpolations of the B D group ; e.g. 44*, 128*, 130", 131", 133", 162°, 
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163*, 166*, 167*, 168°, 178*, 184*, 185%, 187*, 188*, 189*, 193°, 195%, 
224*, 238*, 240*, 244*, 245%, 247*, 248*, 249%, 540*, S41*, 895*, 985", 
etc, etc, etc, 
The Telugu Version. 


Only two manuscripts of the Telugu version were collated, of which one 
(as is often the case with these manuscripts) is certainly: contaminated, to 
a very high degree, from {28} Northern sources. In such conflated parts, T, 
is generally associated with G,. Examples of such contamination will be found 
below, under the Grantha version. 

T,, differing from T, often sides with G, M, (with or without M,), 
giving what appears to be the real Southern reading. 

For examples of contamination of T, through the Northern recension, 
cf, 174", 248%, 484*, 563*, 570*, 572*, 577*, 661*, 673*, 932*, (with M,). 
991%, etc., etc. Many of these are marginal insertions, added sec. m. 


The Grantha Version. 


Most of our Grantha manuscripts are unfortunately contaminated from 
the Northern recension. The contamination is particularly noticeable in the 
case of G,, and it increases towards the end of the parvan ; so much so that 
in the final chapters G, often omits the specific insertions of the Southern 
recension, absorbing at the same time the characteristic inscrtions of the 
Northern! Such manuscripts are valuable for a study of the fusion of 
Tecensions. 

Examples of omission in G, of specific Southern insertions are : 1050", 
1059*, 1060*, 1061*, 1062*, 1069*, 1071*, 1077*, 1082*, 1085*, 1086", 
1091*, 1092*, 1093*, 1102*, 1114*, 1137*, 1138*, 1139", 1142*, 1146+, 
1148", 1149*, 1152*, 1154*, 1226*, 1343*, 1372*, 1373", etc. etc—Examples 
of the incorporation of Northern insertions in G, (sometimes with T,) are : 
1046*, 1048*, 1063*, 1065*, 1066*, 1067*, 1073", 1074*, 1088*, 1103*, 
1120*, 1126", 1131*, 1134*, 1167*, 1203*, 1224*, 1226*, 1227*, 1229*, 
1230*, 1279*, 1331*, 1337*, 1358*, 1365*, 1382*, 1385*, etc., etc. ; and passages 
Nos. 24, 27, and 32 of App. I. 

But the most striking instance of conflation is the inclusion in G, of our 
final adhya@ya (299), which is regularly transposed in all genuine Southern 
manuscripts to the beginning of the Virataparvan. The evidence of G, is 
thus seen to be fully inconclusive and therefore untrustworthy for the consti- 
tution of the Grantha version and the Southern recension. 


The Mataydélam Version. 
While forming an integral part of the Southern recension, the Malaya- 


lam version has its own peculiarities, which distinguish it clearly from the 
T G version, as regards both readings and insertions. Here is a list of T G 
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insertions, which are lacking in the Malayalam version ; 183*, 218*, 232*, 
243*, 286*, 356*, 620*, 667*, 674", 685*, 802*, 803*, 805%, 824*, 856", 
859°, 867", 868", 869%, etc., ete—On the other hand, M also shows a certain 
number of specific insertions which are not known to the Telugu and Grantha 
versions, such as 307*, 494*, 560°, 581*, 949%, 1028", 1041*, 1083*, 1158", 
1262*, 1336*, etc., etc—Nearly all of these insertions (of both types) are 
single-line insertions ; a few are of two lines. 


But our M is not homogeneous, M, and M, exhibiting among them- 
selves numerous differences. M, shows clear signs of contamination from 
Northern sources, and is by no means a good representative of the Malaya- 
Jam version. Examples of Northern accretions in M, are 96*, 99*, 466”, 
516*, 796*, 955%, eta etc. M, is again often excepted from the common 
Southern reading, as in 3. 41. 24: S (except M,) epidareqgmnd: against N 
(with M,) {29} eat weaeqqera:, where M, agrees with N. M, (like G,) 
also omits a few of the typical Southern insertions ; e.g. 102*, 723". M, is 
not altogether free from contamination from some Northern source or sources 
as is indicated by 629*, 677*, 932° (with T. marg. sec. m.), etc, elc. 


A very good example of the contamination of M, from N is furnished 
by the conflated reading of M, in 3. 22.8. N reads feqeaypai a8 op- 
posed to S, which has eqgugfit wg; but M, reads argateaeri, which 
is very evidently a result of the Siaatien of the Southern and Northern 
readings: smamq (S) @ er gent (N). But the most convincing 
proof is furnished by a palpable mistake in M,. The manuscript inserts 
line 1 of a Northern additional stanza (95*), after 3. 28. 164, but line 2 of 
that stanza after 16. The two lines of the stanza, though superfluous, do 
convey some meaning when read together ; but arranged as in M,, they serve 
no useful purpose except to betray the conflated character of the manuscript 
in question, 

With regard to the slatus and merit of the Malayalam version in general, 
I am glad to cite here an observation of Professor P. P. S. Sastri, which I 
am, able to confirm {from my own experience. In the course of his remarks 
on the Southern recension in the Introduction to his edition of the Aranyaka- 
parvan, Professor Sastri writes : “ Not having been subject to Nayak influ- 
ence in any manner whatsoever, the tradition handed down by the Malayalam 
manuscripts preserved the Grantha text, in a purer and more unmixed form 
than even some comparatively early Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayalam 
Mss. do not at all seem to have come into contact with the Northern Recen- 
sion till very recent times”. This is in substantial agreement with what 
I had stated in my Prolegomena to the Adiparvan regarding the Malayalam 


2 The Mahabharata (Southern Recension), Vol. IV (1933), Introduction, 
p. iif. 
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version, namely, that it is “the best Southerst version."+ I am happy to find 


that this cautious remark of mine has subsequently been confirmed by the 
editor of the Southem Recension himself in a clear and unambiguous manner. 


THE PARVASAMGRAHA 
The number of adhydyas and élokas of the Aranyaka, according to the 
Parvasarhgrahaparvan, in our edition, and in the current editions, can be seen 
in the following table. 


COMPARATIVE TABLE OF THE NUMBER OF ADHYAYAS AND SLOKAS 
IN THE ARANYAKAPARVAN 





South Ree. 
(SastRi) 





Parva- | Bomb. Ea. | 
Crit, Ed,| Cal. Ed. Icumbh, Ed, 
eee sathgraha |" Be) | Gaka 1799) | 





Adhyayas 





269 ee eae 
: . | 


Slokas | 11,664 1288 | 12,002 | 12,476 








{30} ‘With regard to the above figures the following particulars may be 
noted. According to the count of the Calcutta edition the number of lokas in 
this parvan is 17,478. But this calculation misses the correct figure by several 
thousands. The Calcutta Pandits responsible for the edition, who were 
apparently not very good mathematicians, have made repeated mistakes in 
the counting of the lines, being evidently baffled by the complicacies of calcu- 
lation at the turn of the century! They have numbered the lines, by fives, 
without committing any. mistake up to 3095. They make their first mistake 
by putting down the next figure (after 3095) as 4000, in place of 3100; and 
this is followed by several other lapses of that type! The correct total as 
computed by Jacosi? is 12,848 as shown above.—The figure for the Slokas of 
the Bombay edition has been taken from the edition of text and Marathi 
translation by Kashinath alias Bhau Shastri Lee of Wai (Saka 1821), who 
has counted the stanzas in his edition, adhyaya by adhydya ; and, after 
correcting his own errors in three different places, gives the correct figure, 
according to him, at the end of the Vanaparvan volume (p. 1344) as 12,002.* 
--The figure for the stanzas of the Kumbhakonam edition has been taken 
from the Index Volume (p. 5) of that edition—The extent of Professor 


1 Prolegomena, p. LXXIII. 

*[By actual counts, 11,421 élokas of 32 syllables each.|. 

2 Das Mahabharata, Inhaltsangabe, Index, etc., p. 257. 

% According to another computation, that of the Chitrashala Edition (Poona 
1980), the correct number is 11,859, as given in the footnote on p. 500 of its edition 
of the “ Vanaparvan.” 
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P. P. S, Sastar’s Southern Recension has been given by himself in the Intro- 
duction to the second part of his Aranyakaparvan (wol. 5, p. xiv).—The 
figure for the critical text has been intentionally left blank by me, since the 
parvan contains two prose adhyayas, in addition to a large number of Trig- 
tubh stanzas, and it is difficult to compute their equivalent in Slokas. Indeed 
the figures given for the other’ editions are all defective for the same reason. 
In fact they are all purely fictitious, being obtained by the addition of figures 
for the stanzas and prose sections, but may be taken to represent a very rough 
approximation of the extent. It will thus be realized that it is futile to com- 
pare these figures with the Parvasashgraha figures, which are often themselves 
doubtful. It has been the general experience that ancient figures, when at all 
complicated, seldom come out quite right. And there is no reason to think 
that the Parvasarhgraha figures for the number of stanzas are an exception 
to the rule. 


‘We do not expect strict agreement between our figures and the Parva- 
sarngraha figures in respect of the number of stanzas in such a voluminous 
work but we do expect some agreement as regards the number of adhydyas. 
It is, therefore, surprising to find that almost all extant manuscripts contain 
about 30 adhyayas at least more than the figure given by the Parvasath- 
gtaha! This discrepancy is the more striking, as the manuscripts of the 
Parvasarhgraha, of all versions and recensions without exception, agree—for 
a change—in giving the same figure for the number of adhyayas, namely, 
269. As regards the manuscripts of the Aranyaka, the Kaémiri (Saradi) 
and the Southern manuscripts agree in having about 300 adhyayas, while the 
Central Sub-recension (Bengali-Devandgari group) show in fact about 315 
adhyayas. The former may be taken as the more reliable figure. Professor 
P. P. S. Sastri’s device of arriving at the Parvasarhgraha figure (269), by 
omitting arbitrarily about 31 colophons actually contained in all of his 
manuscripts is hardly commendable. 


{31} Due to these discrepancies between the data of the Parvasarhgraha 
and the manuscripts, which are patent, two probabilities are presented to us : 
either, the compiler of the Parvasarhgraha had made a mistake in counting 
the adhydyas, or some thirty adhyayas have been added to our parvan since 
the time of the Parvasargraha count. No third explanation is possible, and 
both thesa are significant alternatives. Ef we admit that there has been an 
original error in the counting of adhydyas, it is roughly a mistake of 30 in 
300, that is 10 per cent., which is indeed a very high percentage of error. If 
we could prove even two or three such errors, the value of the figures in the 
Parvasarhgraha will dwindle down to an insignificant quantity. If, on the 
other hand,—as is more likely—our critical text contains about 30 adhyayas 
(equivalent to about 1500 stanzas) more than the text which was the basis 
of the Parvasarhgraha calculation, then even in the matter of general contents 
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it is nowhere near the Parvasathgraha standard and must be very far re- 
moved from the hypothetical archetype of the Mahabharata ; for it is hardly 
credible that as many as thirty colophons could get displaced or lost in a 
mere aggregate of 300 colophons. There are moreover no means to excise 
these spurious accretions except by methods of higher criticism, which owing 
to the peculiar character of our work would be a very delicate operation 
indeed, and withal one of doubtful utility. We thus see how easy it would 
be to delude ourselves that just by collating a small fraction of the extant 
manuscripts, we could arrive at the archetype. 

The passage in the Parvasarhgraha giving the contents of this parvan 
exists in two versions (1. 2. 111-126) : the longer version of the Vulgate 
being based on the Central Sub-recension (the Bengali-Devanigari), the 
shorter version on the Kasmiri-Southem tradition. I have adopted the latter 
in this edition, relying mainly on the superiority of the agreement between 
what appear prima facie to be independent versions. But I think it is pos- 
sible to fortify the argument in the present case from intrinsic considerations. 
It will be seen that in the shorter version, the sequence of the incidents men- 
tioned in the list of contents does not tally with the actual sequence in the 
original text of the parvan, given uniformly by all extant manuscripts ; the 
sequence of the longer version on the other hand tallies exactly with the 
Present text. Moreover, the latter—namely, the longer version—is much 
fuller, containing as it does far more details. Is it now likely that the 
Kaémiri and Southern traditions had independently—or in collusion with 
each other—discarded the original fuller and more correct version in favour 
of a shorter and defective version? It seems far more probable that the 
defects of the original short version, which has been preserved independently 
by the Kaémiri and Southern traditions, had been noticed early, and that had 
Jed to its being modified and corrected by the revisers of the Central Sub- 
recension, which then adopted the revised version of the contents. 


The Parvasarhgraha mentions sixteen sub-parvans, which is also our 
number, but the Vulgate has twenty-two; that is six more. The latter 
number is obtained by adding to the list the names of certain episodes like 
the Nalopakhyana, Ramopakhyana, Savitryupakhyana, which originally did 
not form separate sub-parvans at all, as will be seen from the following table. 


{32} Critical Edition Vulgate Editions 
(and old Parvasarhgraha) (and revised Parvasashgraha) 
1 anrewme ( adhy. 1-11 ) 1 arog ( adhy, 1-10 ) 
2 fedora (12) 2 fadicga (11) 


3 agaifraaa (12-37 ) 
3 Baa ( 13-42 ) 4 Baa (38-41) 
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Critical Edition Vulgate Editions 

{and old Parvasarhgraha) {and revised Parvasarhgraha) 

4 externa ( 43-79 ) 5 eater ( 42-51) 
6 a@tarena ( 52-79 ) 
5 efetarm ( 80-253 ) 7 aedarat ( 80-156 ) 
6 wargera ( 154) 8 wargera ( 167 ) 
7 qaye (155-172 ) 9 merge ( 158-164 ) 
10 frrarrerage (165-175 ) 


11 ara ( 176-181) 
12 wreveqearen ( 182-232 ) 


8 oan ( 173-178 } 
9 sbvaqemnem (179-221 ) 


10 dvdtaerarareene ( 222-224 ) 13 degtaanammeang ( 233-235 ) 
11 Stearn ( 225-243 ) 14 @aarqt ( 236-257 ) 
12 ameamrT ( 244 ) 15 agreasitger ( 258 ) 
13 AieRtins ( 245-247 ) 16 Ateatfire (259-261) 
14 Rrediges ( 248-283 ) 17 hactexr ( 262-271 ) 
18 wamaftatert ( 272 ) 
19 qatorena (273-292 )' 
20 qftaarataney ( 293-299 ) 


15 goeeigea ( 284-294 ) 21 geemert ( 300-310 ) 
16 emery ( 295-299 ) 22 emeaq (311-315 } 


The limits of these sub-parvans can be fixed, as a rule, with tolerable 
certainty with the aid of the colophons of our manuscripts, which give indi- 
tations sufficient for purposes of approximate identification. 


OTHER EDITIONS 


Of the numerous printed editions of the Aranyaka-parvan (almost uni- 
formly passing under the name Vanaparvan), 1 have consulted the following : 


(1) The editio princeps of the Mahabharata printed in Calcutta between 1834 
and 1839, Its Vanaparvan comprises, according to its own data, 17478 Slokas in 
314 adhyayas. It gives in general the Nilakantha version, which we have called 
the Vulgate and which has been reproduced in many subsequent editions, sometimes 
accompanied by translation and commentary. The editio princeps still remaina the 
best edition available of the Vulgate version of the Aranyakaparvan, though that 
is not saying very much. 

(2) The oblong pothi-form edition, published by Ganapat KRISHNAJI in 
Saka 1799 in Bombay (hence commonly known as the Bombay edition), It is 
accompanied by Nilakantha’s commentary, Bhérate-bhavedipa, and should there- 
fore represent the [33]} Nilakantha tradition. But it contains as a matter of fact 





2 The Parvasashgraba of the Vulgate cites Nos. 19 and 20 in reverse order, 
that is, the Pativratamahatmya precedes the Ramopakhy&na, 
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quite a latge number of lines and readings not countenanced by Nilekantha himself, 
The text is divided into 315 adyhayas, and contains (according to some editions 
which give the aggregate number of stanzas in the parvan) 12,002 stanzas.’ 


(3) The Kumbhakonam edition published by T. R. KRISHNACHARYA and T. R. 
VYASACHARYA, and described on its title-page as “A New Edition, mainly based on 
the South Indian Texts”. Its Vanaparvan comprises (according to the Index 
Volume) 12,476 élokas and 316 adhyayas, but contains like our misch-codices a good 
number of specific Northern passages unknown to the true Southern recension,” 

(4) Professor P. P. S. Sastrt’s Southern Recension, Volumes 4-5, comprising 
(according to his own count) 11,136 élokas divided into 269 adhydyas. 

As these old editions contain nothing of any serious importance which 
is not to be found in the different manuscripts already collated for this edi- 
tion, they have been only sparingly used and cursorily studied by me. The 
following observations may be of use to those who may wish to consult these 
editions, 

As remarked above, there are some grave mistakes in the numbering of 
the stanzas of the Calcutta edition. The first mistake cccurs after stanza 
3095, where the next number suddenly jumps up to 4000 (when it should be 
3100). Similarly after 8895, the following number jumps up to 9900 (when 
it should be 8900). For the third time, after 10,095, the following number 
is given as 11,000 (instead of 10,100). For the fourth time, after 11,095, 
the next number jumps up to 12j000, when it should be 11,100. At the next 
step, however, the number equally suddenly jumps back to 10,200! Thus 
at one place three successive numbers (which are supposed to increase by 
five at each step) are 11095, 12,000, 10,200!! After adhy. 117, there ap- 
pear to be no new mistakes, and from that point onwards the numbering 
may be taken to be continuous and correct. But the result of these earlier 
miscalculations is that the extent of the parvan appears to be 17,478, when 
it should in reality be (according to Jacost’s computation) 12,848, the Par- 
vasarhgraha figure being 11,664! Several numbers occur twice, and in giv- 
ing reference to the Calcutta edition, it is advisable to cite the adhyaya num- 
ber as well. 

The Bombay edition, like the Calcutta, is based on the Nilakantha ver- 
sion but (like yet other editions of the Mahabharata prepared in the same 
fashion, e.g., the Chitrashala edition) does not represent the Nilakantha tra- 
dition very faithfully. In the footnotes to the text, and the critical notes at 
the end, 1 have frequently drawn attention to unwarranted departure from 
Nilakantha’s original text. The vagaries are small and of no great conse- 
quence, but they are there nevertheless. They prove very clearly that with- 


4 According to the Chitrashala Edition the number is 11,859, though the text 
fs precisely the same in both editions. 
© It seems not to have been noticed that in the old printed editions though the 
name of this parvan is given on the title-page and in the captions as “ Vanaparva” 
the colophons invariably give the name correctly as Aranya-or—Aranyakaparvan 
12 
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out any conscious effort! at alteration or emendation—and perhaps, notwith- 
standing the ‘half-hearted efforts to preserve intact the ectived text— 
discrepancies do arise in course of time, and the text does drift away from the 
norm, imperceptibly, within a velatively short period of time. Thus in 3. 9. 
7 for our yfaqaut: (which is documented {34} uniformly by almost all our 
manuscripts), the different editions printed in the Bombay province, and exa- 
mined by me, all have the reading gfagamt, a reading which has not been found 
in a single manuscript! In 3. 83. 30, the Bombay edition (with the Kum- 
bhakonam and some other editions) reads mat Req, when the Nilakantha 
manuscripts themselves (along with a host of other manuscripts) have the 
correct reading aaraqr (lect. dif.), which is the reading of the constitut- 
ed text ! Likewise in 3. 249. 8, out edition reads gqeeq which is the read- 
ing offered by all manuscripts collated for our edition, except one inferior 
Grantha manuscript (G,), which reads gyqeq, and yet this latter reading 
(gare) has been adopted in many of the Bombay editions, - 


Professor Sastri’s edition is based chiefly on four manuscripts, of 
which one (@) is in Telugu script, two (4, @) in Grantha, and one ( @) 
in Malayalam. For adhyayas 67-130, that is, for about 64 adhyayas out of 
his total of 269 adhyayas, a fifth manuscript (a) was partly utilized. Ac- 
cording to the editor, manuscript ay (Grantha) “represents the Principal 
Text printed”. It bears a date corresponding to a.D. 1795, that is, it is less 
than 150 years old. As an edition of the Southern recension, Professor Sas- 
TRI's edition is preferable and indeed much superior to the Kumbhakonam 
edition. But it seems to me that in its preparation the manuscript material 
has not been as fully and carefully utilized as it should have been, Judging 
by the Southern manuscripts collated for our edition and examined by me, 
which cannot be very different from his, it should seem that too often 
Sastri’s edition agrees in its mislections and other short-comings with the 
Kumbhakonam edition to the exclusion of the genuine Southern tradition. I 
miss in his critical apparatus many of the readings which are given uniformly 
by all Southern manuscripts. Even if the editor, for some occult reasons, did 
not wish to adopt in his text these perfectly good and authenticated Southern 
Teadings, they should have appeared in the footnotes as discarded readings. 
Instances of Northern readings having contaminated his text will be found in 
the following stanzas (reference is to Slokas and adhydyas of His text) : 


1. 27°, 28°, 2. 133", 22%, 46°, 712°, 804°; 4. 8°, 8°, 15°, 5, 1°, 6, 7°, 22% 7. 2°, 
2°, 9, 23°; 8. 17°; 10. 49%, 55%, 66%; 11. 608%, 728°; 12. 234%, 41°; 13, 1°; 
14, 6", 16° 17, 104°, 113%; 18. 5°; etc., etc. These examples have been select 
ed at random from the first 18 adhyayas only ; but such lapses keep turning 
up on page after page up to the end of the book. 





As his edition is based on four manuscripts only and even these manus- 
cripts appear not to have been rigorously collated and fully utilized, I should 
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hesitate to accept his text as a true representative of the Southem recension, 
even ignoring the deficiencies of the critical apparatus. 

In the division into adhyayas, Professor SAsTRI seems to have followed 
the Grantha edition of Sarabhojirajapuram (Tanjore District) printed in 
3895. The reason given by Professor SasTRI for following the edition instead 
of the manuscripts is that the division of the Tanjore edition “accords ex- 
actly with the enumeration of the number of chapters for the Vana Parvan 
(sic) in the Anukramanikadhydya of both the Northern and the Southern 
Recensions”.? This is a dangerously vicious circle! As the Tanjore editiun 
does not pretend that it has followed any manuscript tradition, the adhyaya 
division of both these editions (Tanjore and SasTRI) remain unsupportel by 
manuscript authority [35] and therefore perfectly arbitrary. Adopting the Par- 
vasarngraha figure, SASTRI has divided the parvan into 269 adhyayas, while 
the actual numbering of the adhyayas in Southern manuscripts reaches the 
figure 300 approximately, the number according to our Southern manuscripts 
varying between 299 and 302. 


While Sastri by arbitrary elimination of colophons, has equated his 
adhyaya-number to that given by the Parvasarngraha, he could not make the 
figures for the lokas tally! According to the Parvasarhgraha the number of 
Mokas should be 11,664. “‘ The total number of stanzas,” says Professor 
SastrI, “printed in the Text of the Southern Recension comes to 11,136, 
which is short by 528”.2 As his text is short by over 500 stanzas, his equa- 
tion of the number of adhyayas with the Parvasarhgraha figure, by arbitrary 
omission of about thirty colophons, which are found in all Southern manus- 
cripts, has no significance, and remains a piece of useless and unmeaning 
manipulation. 


It is exactly seventeen years since I took over charge of the Mahabharata 
work, and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this Department of the Insti- 
tute, having profited by the experiments and experiences of my predecessor, the 
late lamented Mr. N. B. Utcrkar, M.A. During this interval the Mahabharata 
Department of the Institute has prepared and published critical editions of four 
whole parvans (in this sequence) : the Adi (1933), the Virata (1936), the Udyoga 
(1940), and now the Aranyaka (1942). These four parvans comprise, according 
to the data of the Parvasarngraha-parvan, about 28,400 “dlokas”. In addition to 
this: the Sabhaparvan, which is being edited by Professor Franklin EDGERTON of 
the Yale University (U.S.A.) and which has been ready for some time, has been 
taken up for printing, and its printing has made considerable progress ; nearly the 
whole of the text, along with the critical apparatus pertaining to it, has been 
printed off, and the printed portion may even be issued, in the near future, as a 
separate fascicule. Furthermore, the press-copy of the Bhismaparvan, which is be- 
ing edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. S. K. BELVALKAR, LES (Retd.}, is almost ready 
and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its editor. Funds permitting, 
it will be sent to the press in the not very distent future. Thus, during these seven- 

2 The Mahabharata (Southern Recension), vol. 5, Introduction, p. xiii. 

2 Op, cit. p. xiv, 
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teen years the Institute has critically dealt with the first six parvans of the Great 
Epic: the Adi, Sabha, Aranyaka, Virata, Udyoga and Bhisma, These six parvans 
make up a total of about 36,800 “élokas”, out of the aggregate of about 82,150 
“ Slokas” comprising the entire Mahabharata, a portion which is approximately 45 
per cent, of the aggregate, excluding of course the “ Supplement ”, Harivarnga, which, 
for the time being, we have placed aside. This is no mean achievement, we think, 
The part of the epic critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk, about four 
times as great as the Iliad and the Odyssey put together, and one and a half times 
as great as our Ramayana, 

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not one man's job is very 
evident, Many collaborators, sympathisers, friends, benefactors and patrons have 
contributed 10 such measure of success as has been achieved so far, and they in- 
clude among them, princes and potentates, persons owning manuscripts, curatora 
and librarians, printers and parvan-editors, not to speak of the General Editor 
and his modest staff in [36]} the background. Surely the most potent among these 
multifarious contributory factors have been— 


aden gait get Tawaul + acai | 


~the generous patrons of learning, who out of regard for this venerable monument 
of Indian antiquity, this great and lustrous heritage of Bbaratavarsa, have liberal- 
ly supplied the Institute, all through these years, with funds to carry on this cost- 
ly but very vital work. 


First among these generous patrons stands in our estimation Shrimant Bala- 
saheb Pant Pratinidhi, B.A. RAJASAHES of Aundh, whose princely liberality made 
it, in the first instance, possible for the Institute to think of undertaking this am- 
bitious project. The Rajasanes has already paid up a large part of the Foun- 
dation Grant of a lakh of rupees promised by him, and thus placed under his ob- 
ligations not only the Institute but all those who love the Great Epic of India. 


I have next to record the gratitude of che promoterd of this scheme—which 
has now become nothing less than a great national undertaking—to a number of 
other distinguished and generous donors, scattered all over India, who have con- 
tributed liberally to our Mahabhrata Publication Fund, the chief among them be- 
ing: The Imperial Government of India, the Provincial Governments of Bombay, 
Madras, Burma and United Provinces ; the Gwalior, Hyderabad (Deccan), Baroda, 
Bhavnagar, Phaltan, Mysore, Porbunder, Kolhapur, Patiala, Sangli, Ichalkaranji, 
Ramdurg, and other Indian States. The Trustees of the Sir Dorab Tata Trust, 
the Savitribai Bhat Trust, and the Tulsidas Charities also deserve a grateful men- 
tion here for their kind help to our finances, We must gratefully think also of 
those persons less gifted by Fortune, who have contributed smaller sums—with the 
one idea of helping on this great cause—each according to his ability. 


‘The Institute is indebted, for subsidies to its Mahabharata work, to the Trus- 
tees of the Mahabharata Fund of Great Britain in London ; and indebted also for 
a token grant, in appreciation of this work, to the British Academy of London. 


And last, but not least, I must mention, in this connection, our Alma Mater-— 
The University of Bombay—who has been exceptionally generous and appreciative 
of our endeavours in this field, supply us with funds, lending us manuscripts, and 
generally taking a very keen and active interest in the welfare and rapid progress 
of our project, 


In connection with further assistance rendered by extra-mural collaborators and 
helpers, I must put on record our special obligations to Pandit Rajaguru HEMRAJ, 
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C.LE., of Nepal ; as also to Professor Kshitimohan Sen, wha has succeeded Profes- 
sor Vidhushekhar BHATTACHARYA as Principal of the Visvabharati ; further to Mr, 
S. GopaLan, B.A., B.L., who has succeeded the late Raosaheb Sambamurthi Rao, 
as Honorary Secretary of the Saraswathi Mahal Library of Tanjore. Both these 
latter gentlemen have been kind enough to carry on, in a purely honorary capacity, 
the onerous and responsible task of supervising the Mahabharata collations donc 
in their respective institutions. 

The thanks of the Institute are also due to the Curators, Trustees, and Custo- 
dians of the following libraries and institutions for keeping us equipped with the 
manuscripts required for our Mahabharata work, during almost two decades: the 
Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, the Royal Asiatic Society of Benga’, 
the Bangiya Sahitya Parishad, the Adyar Library, the Oriental Institute of Baroda, 
Madras Government [37} Library, Mysore Oriental Manuscripts Library, Sri Yadu- 
giri Yatiraj Math (Melkote, Mysore), Cochin State Library, Pudukkottah State Lib- 
tary, and the India Office Library (London). The Institute has also received ma- 
nuscripts or photo-copies or hand-made copies of manuscripts from the Bombay 
University, the Visvabharati, Dacca University, Dayananda Anglo-Vedic College of 
Lahore (Research Department), Benares Sanskrit College, and Calcutta Sanskrit 
College—all of whom I wish to thank on behalf of the Institute very cordially for 
their kind help in the matter. The Institute is, moreover, obliged to Sardar M. V. 
KIBE, M.A. of Indore for the loan of a complete Nilakagtha manuscript of the 
Mahabharata, It is further indebted for the free Joan of Southern manuscripts of 
the Mahabhirata to the Chief of Idapalli, Mr. Kallenkara P1SHARAM, Mankavu 
Padinnaro KoviLakaM, Killimangalam NAMBUDIRIPAD, and to the proprietors of 
the following Malabar estates : Poomullimana, Avanapparambu Mana, Nareri Mana, 
Ponnokkottu Mana, Paliyam Estate, Channamangalam. 


Once more I would fain express my gratitude for help of various kinds from 
my colleagues on the Mahabharata Editorial Board, who have throughout reposed, 
very generously, full confidence in me, and helped and supported me invariably in 
the true spirit of camaraderie. It is sad to reflect that before we are even half- 
way through our work, several members of the old Editoial Board, formed in 1925, 
are no longer with us; from among whom I remember particularly my friends 
Father R, ZIMMERMANN, S.J., Professor M. WINTERNITZ, and Mr. Vishvanath 
P. Vatpya, 


T have to record here my keen appreciation of the willing compliance and un- 
grudging assistance ¥ have uniformly received from members of the Permanent 
Staff of the Mahabharata Department of this Institute. Mr. S. N. TADPATRIKAR, 
M.A., Supervisor of Collations, who is in special charge of the collations, has 
been moreover, as usual, always by my side, helping me with useful suggestions, 
when I was engaged in constituting the text of this extensive parvan. The critical 
notes were compiled from the collation sheets by Mr. B. G. Bxips SHASTRI, Mr. 
D. V. NaRAVANE, and Mr. G. G. Soman. We shall miss, in future, the expert 
assistance of Mr. BHwE in several fields, who having served the Institute in the 
Mahabharata Department since 1921, has now owing to old age, retired from ser- 
vice, The Sradi manuscripts have becn invariably collated by our Sarada expert, 
Shankar Shastri BHILAVADIKAR, Head Shastri of the Mahabharata Department. The 
proof-reading has been done by the Collator and Reader Pandit K. V. Krishnamurti 
SHarMa Suastri, of Erode (South India), who is now helped in that work by Mr. 
M. V. Vawya, M. A. both of whom have worked with praiseworthy diligence, 
exemplary zeal, and signal devotion to their work. Collations of Southern manus- 
cripts have been done at the Institute uniformly by the Pandits K. V. Anantana- 
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rayan SHastet of Erode, and K. S. Vishvanath Snastet of Kolengode (South 
India), both of whom also are very accurate and conscientious workers, exhibiting 
characteristically a single-minded devotion to duty. 

‘The superior finish of the Aranyakaparvan Volumes, from the typographical 
viewpoint, is due solely to the care and thought personally bestowed on them by 
my indefatigable friend Profeseor Dr, Raghu Vira of the International Academy of 
Indian Culture, who, as part of a programme of multifarious activities for the re- 
generation of our culture, has equipped at Lahore a small but efficient printing es- 
tablishment—the {38} Arya Bharati Press~which is solely devoted to the cause of 
the service of the arya-bhdrati for endowing Sarasvati with better vestments than she 
grudgingly receives in India at the hands of very mercenary printers and publi- 
shers. At great trouble and inconvenience to himself—and, I fear, even at the risk 
of pecuniary loss—he undertook and has carried out successfully the printing of 
these two big tomes, and thus led us safely out of the first big forest our little party 
of explorers had encountered on our way to the yet distant Utopia of a complete cri- 
‘tical edition of the Mahibharata, 

If Maharsi Kygpa Dvaipéyana Vyasa tells us that he has cried himself hoarse, 
urging people to follow the Path of Duty : 

aedarghiieas 4 a aftregetit anz | 
anid enone a find 3 Sead | 
his shouting with uplifted arms has not been entirely in vain. He has not failed 
in his mission. Across the reverberating corridors of Time, we his descendants can 
still hear dimly his clarion call to Duty. It is in response to that call and in a 
spirit of reverent homage to that sage of unfathomable wisdom—that embodied 
Voice of the Collective Unconscious of the Indian people—we offer this work, pledg- 
ed to broadcast to mankind, in this hour of its need and its peril, the luminous mes- 
sage of the Maharsi : 
a ong Sree sare Stary, 
aa eatsiaaeatt Rat: | 
fet ot ahr 
sieit real Racer eater: 


August 1942, V. S. SUKTHANKAR. 


{39} CONCORDANCE OF THE SCHEME OF ADHYAYAS 
in the following three editions: the Critical Edition, the Bombay Edition 
(Ganapat KrisHNaJ1, Saka 1799), and the Madras Edition 


(P. P, S, Sastei’s Southern Recension, 1931). 
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Crit, Ed. | Bom. Ed | Mad. Ed. | Crit, Ed. a Ed. | Mad. Ed. 
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EPIC STUDIES 
1, Some Aspects of the Mahabharata Canon.* 


The problem of the Mahabharata textual criticism is a problem swi generis. 
Here the principles of textual reconstruction must first be evolved from an 
intensive study of the manuscript material and the manuscript tradition? 
They can be finally considered as settled only after prolonged and consider- 
able discussion and exchange of ideas and opinions. 

The vulgate text of the Mbh. is fairly readable and appears, in places, 
to be even “ better” than the critical text, because the former has been purged 
by the continuous emendations of scholars for centuries. The reader is con- 
sequently apt to prefer, at first sight, the readings of the vulgate text, but a 
thorough and sympathetic study of the author’s language and thought and a 
critical evaluation of the variants would show him that the constituted text 
is sound, 

Of the many reviews of the first fascicule of the critical edition of the 
Mahabharata that have appeared during the past ycar there are two 
that deserve my special attention : the review by Dr. Hermann WELLER in 
the Zeitschrift fiir Indologie und Iranistik (vol. 6, pp. 166 ff.), and that by 
Professor EDGERTON in the Journal of the American Oriental Society (vol. 48, 
pp. 186-190). Both reviews are evidently products of a very close study of 
the text and the critical apparatus. Particularly valuable is the review by 
Prof. EDGERTON, who can appreciate the difficulties of the problem I have 
had to confront perhaps better than most scholars, since he has had to struggle 
with problems of a like nature in his valuable work on the Paficatantra and 
the Vikramacarita. 

In the succeeding pages I have endeavoured to set forth my reasons for 
adopting in the text the readings that have commended [158} themselves to 
me, in those cases which have been discussed by WELLER and EDGERTON in 
the reviews mentioned above. They concern the readings of 1. 1. 19, 42, 49, 
62, 201, and of the identification of the hundred sub-parvans of the Mbh. 
enumerated in the second adhyaya of the Adiparvan, that is, in the Parvasazh- 
grahaparvan.? 


“ [JBBRAS (NS) 4. 157-78). 

2 Valuable hints are to be found especially in the writings of Prof. Liprrs, 

2 As most of the references in these studies will be to the Mahabharata, all 
numbera without alphabetical prefix refer to the critical edition of the epic. When 
a reference is made to other editions of the epic, I have prefixed to the reference an 
indicatory letter enclosed within parantheses: thus (C.) denotes the Calcutta edi- 
tion, (B.) the Bombay edition, and (K.) the Kumbhakonam edition. 
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1.1.19: 
vedais caturbhik samitam. (v. 1. savimitém). 


‘WELLER suggests an emendation—in fact, two alternative emendations. 
He first proposes to read sasnmit@m for my samit@m. The former variant 
is found only in one MS. which besides transposes the first two words of the 
pada. His alternative suggestion is more radical. Seeing that the variant 
preferred by him yields a pada metrically defective, he proposes to mend 
matters by recasting the pada thus: caturbhih sammitdém vedaik. This 
pathya he thinks, must have been the original reading of the pada. The 
only reason WELLER has adduced for rejecting the text reading is the sup- 
posed intrinsic fitness of the alternate ; it suits the context much better, he 
believes. K;, the solitary MS. which contains the reading preferred by 
WELLER, stands sixth on my list of K MSS., whose relative value diminishes 
in the order there given ; it is full of clerical mistakes, due probably to the 
difficulty experienced by the copyist (either of this MS. or of one of its 
ancestors) in deciphering the { ? Saradi) exemplar. 1 consider it an inferior 
codex. With WELLER’s reading we get a prior pada with the scansion 
——-»+-—/——-»—. Hopkins’ statistical study of the relative frequency 
of the different forms of the padas (Great Epic, p. 236) shows that this is 
a “rare” combination. Even WELLER realizes that the line does not read 
smoothly and calls therefore the length of the sixth syllable a “ metrical 
archaism.” Now samitém (of the text, {159} without the anusvara) recurs 
in a similar context, also at the end of a prior pada, and apparently in the 
same sense in (B.) 1. 96.90: idem hi vedaih samitam. It alsa occurs, in a 
different context, in Sugruta 2. 346. 3: angusfhapervasemitam. If we read 
Sarmitém in the passage under discussion, we should have pari passu to read 
it in the two latter passages also, both of which then would be metrically 
defective ; the scansion of the first would be nearly the same as that of the 
pada in question, the second would end with three consecutive iambs. Are 
these all instances of “ metrical archaisms"? For that, it seems to me, the 
documental probability of the reading perferred by WELLER is not strong 
enough. The text reading, which is mentioned by Nilakantha as a variant, 
is supported indirectly by K, (samatam) and directly by Kos... Mjs4. On 
the other hand, WELLER's reading, as has already been remarked, is found 
only in one inferior MS, Worthy of note is Nilakantha’s gloss : samitdm itt 
pathe inlyam ity arthah. The initial mistake of WELLER lies in supposing that 
sammitém suits the context better than semitam, whereas, in point of fact, 
sammmitam is nothing more than a doublet of the other word. WELLER does 
not realize that his attempt to substitute an “easier reading" has been anti- 
cipated by the scribe of K,, who likewise finding the emended line (metrically) 
unreadable has transposed the words of the pada, reaching a new combina- 
tion : calurbhir vedaih sammitém, which according to HopKINs (loc. cit.) is 
of “very rare, sporadic” occurrence. The word samite has been perfectly 
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correctly explained in PW. : samita (sa + mita) = sammita, “ gleiches Mass 
habend, gleich.” The relation between the two words is clearly revealed by the 
more familiar doublets sateta : sarntata, sahita : sarithita and so on, sa-and sam 
being the unaccented and accented forms of one and the same prefix. When 
the accentual factor became inoperative, the choice was conditioned solely by 
metrical considerations. The identification in the case of semita may have 
been helped by contamination with sam + ita ( = sasgate), “ conformable 
to, in harmony with” (a meaning not unsuitable even here), or by its sup- 
posed connection with sama, “equal” (cf. WACKERNAGEL, Altind. Gramm. 
U, 1. § 30 b8). The semantic values of the words in question being the 
same, the combined [160} force of documental probability and metrical pre- 
ference decides the question of choice incontestably in favour of the adopted 
text. 

The text reading really needs some further justification. We .LER's mis- 
understanding of the text is, in my opinion, a direct confirmation of my re- 
mark in the Foreword (p. vi) that it is a lectio difficilior. The word was, 
I suppose, early misunderstood. To judge by the character of the variants, 
it was commonly, though erroneously, interpreted as sam + ita, “ united, com- 
bined with.” In this sense, in course of time, it must have been ousted by 
its easier synonyms sa@yukte (substituted for it in ¥, B D) and sahita 
(mainly in T and G). Both these readings are inadequate. Nilakantha’s 
explanation caturvedérthavatim is inadmissible ; the phrase can at best mean 
calurvedavatim: (“possessing the four Vedas”). which is of course sheer 
nonsense. Roy’s “comprehendeth the sense of the four Vedas” and Dutt’s 
“contains the sense of the four Vedas” are equally inaccurate paraphrases 
(based upon the explanation furnished by the scholiast), because the passage 
in the vulgate cannot bear the meaning here forced upon it. On the other 
hand, the literal meaning of sanyukta or s@hita is, as already re- 
marked, wholly unsuitable. For what could the assembled sages mean by 
saying that they wished to hear the (Mahabharata) Samhit’ “ combined with 
the four Vedas" ? 

To return to the manuscript evidence. The K group is partly corrupt 
and indecisive though the majority has the text reading : Ky, », 4, a8 in text; 
K, sahitam ; K. samatém ; K, sahmitém. All these stand resolutely against 
samyuktam. of the vulgate; but, from the point of view of transcriptional 
probability, none of them is wholly incompatible with samitém of the text. 
Three out of the four Malayalam MSS. have also preserved the true reading ; 
the renvaining Malayalam MS. has sahitam, the reading of the T G group, 
With this data I should explain the genesis of the variants thus. The text 
reading is a lectio déffcilior, preserved in the majority of K intact, and in 
the remaining MSS, of the K version in a corrupt condition. The K read- 
ing being partly supported by M, there is a partial agreement between two 
more or less independent versions, a condition alraost wholly absent in the 

a 
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case of the rejected variants. Being a difficult and unfamiliar word, it was 
{161} early misunderstood and finally dropped—independently in certain 
groups of the Southern and Northern recensions—in favour of such words as 
were thought to be ite equivalents in sense but which do not fit the context 
and are wholly inadequate. 

After what has been said above, it is hardly necessary to consider the 
alternative proposed by WELLER. But in passing it may be pointed out 
that it is methodologically wrong to expect to find the original reading by 
picking out a stray variant which appears to give a better meaning, and shuf- 
fling the words of the pada until the pathya form turns up. For one thing, 
it is by no means certain that the original must be a pathya ; the MS. evi- 
dence, so far as I have examined it, is all in favour of the hypothesis that 
originally the vipulas were far more numerous than what one is led to sup- 
pose from the study of the vulgate text, which has modernized many of the 
archaic lines of the original and successfully covered up the traces of the 
metamorphosis. 

* . . . 
1. 1, 42: 
dagajyotik satajyotih sahasrajyotir Gmovan (v. 1. eva ca.) 


Here the situation is much clearer. Acoording to WELLER the variant 
eva ca is not quite wrong (“ abwegig”). Quite true. But about the text 
reading, I think we can say much more than that. In point of grammar, 
metre or even sense, there is not much to choose between the variants. But 
in point of documental probability, their values are totally different. eva ca 
is the variant offered by K,, », ,. Da Dn Dr D,_,2 ; the text, on the other hand, 
is documented by a much stronger group, K,;., V; B Da, {marg.) D,, S. 

It is further attested by another good MS. of a different category, I have 
since compared : a Nepali MS. belonging to the Benares Sanskrit College 
Manuscripts Library. The text reading figures also in GotpstiicKer’s colla- 
tions from European codices, of which I have photo copies. The position 
them, is this. On the [162} one hand the K version is indecisive, agreeing 
partly with D, which is the main witness for the rejected variant ; on the 
other hand B S (probably together with the Nepali Maithili version) form a 
solid group in favour of the text, further attested by three K MSS, including 
the important India Office codex K,. It will be seen that the documental au- 
thority is almost wholly on the side of the text. For a contamination between 
Devanagari transcripts of Kasmiri MSS. and Devanagari MSS. must be postu- 
lated to be far more likely than a contamination between the entire Bangali 
version and the entire Southern recension. The different Indian scripts being 


1 The photographs were kindly presented to the Bhandarkar Institute by 
the University of Strassburg, through the kind offices of the late Prof. Emile SENART. 
I take this opportunity to thank the University publicly for this service. 
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all but unintelligible outside the provinces where they were developed, there 
is already a prima facie reason for assuming the independence of B and S. 
This principle was long ago recognized and enunciated by Prof. Lijpers, than 
whom no scholar has a2 profounder acquaintance with and a clearer insight 
in the problem of Mahabharata textual criticism. In Die Grantha-recension 
des Mahabharata (Berlin 1901), Prof. Lipers has said : “ Das beweist, dass 
die Grantha-handschriften nicht etwa auf Bengali-Handschriften zuriickgehen, 
——etwa, was von vornherein nicht gerade wahrscheinlich ist,—sondern dags in 
den Fallen wo B und G zusammengehen, ihre Lesarten als alt zu sehen sind.” 
Now what is true of the consensus of B and G is @ fortiori true of the con- 
sensus of B and S. This presumptive independence is wholly confirmed by 
my intensive study of the first 3,000 stanzas of the Adiparvan from the ex- 
tensive collatians at my disposal, during which study 1 have not been able to 
detect the slightest trace of “ secondary interrelationship ” between the Bangali 
version as a whole and the Southern recension as @ whole. Equally funda- 
mental in character is the agreement between K and §, the only difference 
between K and B being that K is comparatively purer and freer from inter- 
polation than the other. The canon of Mbh, textual criticism, in its simplest 
form, may therefore be said to be the fundamental character of the consensus 
of K and S on the one hand, and of B and S on the other, provided of course 
the concordant reading is of such a nature that it could not be the result of 
a fortuitous coincidence. 


Doubt can, and frequently, does arise when K B (then generally {163} 
with D; in other words the whole of N) stands against S. Here each case 
must be judged and decided on its own merits. It may sometimes be possible 
to adduce evidence of a decisive character on one side or the other. Such 
evidence may be intrinsic ; one reading may be intrinsically better than the 
other. Or it may be extrinsic ; when it is possible to supplement the evidence 
of MSS. from other ancient and independent sources. But as a rule, when 
there is a conflict between N and S, the evidence is so nicely balanced that 
no definite decision is possible. 

To return to the instance under consideration. The agreement between 
B and S raises such a strong presumption in favour of the text reading that 
its evidence cannot! be rebutted by the possibility conceived by WELLER that 
Gtmavén might have crept into the text secondarily, under the influence of 
Gtmanok and Gimajah in the following lines. 

In this particular instance, I think, intrinsic probability is, to some ex- 
tent, also on the side of the text. It is a feature of epic technique that out 
of three consecutive proper names occurring in the same hemistich, the last 
name is very frequently accompanied by a qualifying adjective. Scores of 
illustrations may be produced ; here are thirteen selected at random, 

1.31.14,  Virajas ca Subahus ca Salipindas ca viryavén, 
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(K.) 1.88.9: Reeyer atha Kakseyuk Krhaneyus ca viryavdn 
Standileyur Veneyus ca Jaleyus co mahayasah 
(K.) 6.25.45:  Yeayudhano Viratos ca Drupadas ca maharathah 
DhrstaketuS Cekitinah Kasirdjas ca viryavan 
Purujit Kuntibhojas ca Soibya$ ca neraputgaval 
17: Dhrstadyumno Viratas ca Satyakis ca pardjitah 
(K.) 8. 83.9:  Krpas ca Krtavarmda ca Drauyis caiva maharatheh 
(K.) 9.2.17:  Asvaithdma ca Bhojas ca Magadhas ca mahabatah 
Brhadbalas ca KrathaS ca Sokuni§ cépi Saubalah 
(K.) 9.3.12: hate Bhisme ca Drone ca Kerne caiva maharathe 
(K.) 9, 5. 2:  Salyas ca Citrasena$ on Sakuni§ ca moharathah 
(K.) 9.24.40:  Asvatthama Krpes cava Krtavarma ca satvatah. 


{164} ‘The practice being the outcome of a natural desire to avoid the 
monotony of a bald enumeration of names, it is not surprising to find that 
even the Homeric epics furnish ample illustrations of it ; here is one with the 
trick repeated in consecutive hemistiches (Iliad, 24.250-1) : 


Ilappova 1’, ’Avridovdv te, Bory a’yasdv te Horteyy, 
AnigoBév te, nat ‘Iexd9o0v, wai Atov a’ yavev. 

After having proved that the text reading is not only better documented 
but in itself very plausible, we may proceed to consider whether any reason 
can be suggested how the variant eve ce may have arisen. Two explana- 
tions—both mere possibilities—occur to me. It is for one thing possible that 
the original étmavén may have been deliberately suppressed in order to avoid 
the monotonous reiteration of afma at the end of three consecutive verses. 
A more likely reason for the suppression may have been the lack of a copula 
in the original line, which had been crowded out by the succession of three un- 
usually long names (two of four syllables each, and the third one of not less 
than five), taking up by themselves 13 syllables out of an aggregate of 16 of 
the éloka line. 


« . * * 


1.1.49: 
vistiryalan mchaj jflanam sik samksepam abravit 
(v. L. sataksepato ‘bravit). 

The two rejected variants are: savsksepato * bravit K V, Bm D,, and 
somksipya cabravit B Da Dn Dr D, 12 S (except G,, M,). WELLER finds 
sammksepato satisfactory (“‘befriedigend”), As a matter of fact, of the rejected 
variants, the reading samksipya ca@bravit is far superior to the other. In it 
the sense is clear ; grammatically it is correct, metrically flawless. It is more- 
over the reading indicated by the principle of agreement between indepen- 
dent versions. heing supported by the Bang&ll and Devanagari versions on the 
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one hand and by one section of the Southern recension on the other. But 
the compelling power of this agreement is weakened by the circumstance that 
one Malayalam MS. and three (out of the seven) Grantha MSS. are outside 
the group. Had the whole of B agreed with the whole of S, it would have 
been difficult, if not impossible, for reasons explained in the previous section, 
{165} to reject the concordant reading. The weak point of this variant lies 
in the fact that it does not at all explain, as far as 1 can judge, how the other 
teadings may have arisen. ‘There is the same flaw in the other rejected 
variant, though not in the same degree. The text reading, though weakly 
supported by MSS, serves admirably, in my opinion, to account for the 
existence of the variants, especially if s@ksepam is taken as an adverbial 
gerund in-om (Panini’s namul), as I think it should be; cf, WHITNEY, Sans- 
krit Grammar, § 995. For there would then be an inherent tendency to substi- 
tute for it simpler readings. samksipya co and sarbksepatak would be very 
neat paraphrases of the awkward adverbial gerund : the second (savhksepatah) 
preserving nearly intact the original akgaras, the first (samksipya) involving 
a more radical change from the view-point of form, but closely following the 
original in sense. The latter may, moreover, have been directly suggested by 
vistirya in the first. pada which it nicely balances. I assume, of course, that 
samksipya was introduced independently in B D on the one hand and S$ on 
the other. In other words, I think that the concordance between certain 
sections of the Northern and the Southem recensions is purely accidental, and 
it is unquestionable that it could be that. I must frankly admit, however, 
that there is a strong element of subjectivity in this choice, which can in no 
way be said to be compelling. I prefer the text reading, fully realizing that 
others may prefer either of the other two readings ; but that is precisely why 
a wavy line has been printed in the text below savksepam. 1 doubt very 
Much whether any compelling reason can be advanced to prove the absolute 
superiority of any one of the variants over the others. 


1.1.62 : 
anukramanim adhydyam (v1. anukramanikddhydyom) 

This again is a somewhat difficult and complicated case. The text read- 
ing is perhaps less than certain, as has been indicated by the use of the wavy 
line ; but it can, I think, claim for itself greater certitude than the reading 
in the preceding case. The apparatus contains five variants for this pada. 
They are : 

Ky, 2-4 Vi Bz Da Dn Dr Dy. os24 D, anukramanikadhyayom 


K, °hramanimadhya” 
{166} T, Gs chréminam adhya° 
T. °kramikam, a° 
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Gas °kramanam a° 
Bu D, as in text 
Along with this passage, we must consider 1.1.199, where the pada recurs 


and where again there are five variants, in part different from those of the 
passage under discussion. The second set of variants is : 


Ko, ove Vi Dn Dr Dye. g.6-12-16 anukramanikadhyayam 
T Gus Mies °kréminam a° 
G, : °hrémanim a° 
G2, Mz ‘s )) cferamanam a® 
G, °kramanam a° 
K,,, B Da Das as in text. 


We have here very remarkable vascillation for a perfectly simple pada. 
Every textual variation presupposes a cause. Therefore that reading is best 
which best explains how the various different readings may have arisen. ‘The 
variant preferred by: WELLER, which is also the reading of the vulgate text, 
though perfectly satisfactory in itself, fails wholly to explain why there are 
so many variants. What is wrong with enukramayikadhyayam? Nothing 
apparently, if taken by itself. But let us have a closer look at the variants 
and try to understand the cause of the variation. We shall first consider the 
variants at 1.1.199, where the situation is slightly clearer. The text reading 
is supported by K,, B Da D,., ; that is, two of the K MSS. (including the 
important K,) together with the whole of Bangali and Arjunamiéra and two 
Devanfigari MSS., a combination not to be despised. The rejected variants 
fall into two natural groups ; on the one hand we have the majority of K and 
Devanagari (with the notable exception of Arjunamiéra MSS., which, as 
remarked in the Foreword, p. v, frequently side with Bangali) having anu- 
kramanikadhydyam ; on the other hand we have the Southern MSS., which 
show anukraminam adhyayam, with some unimportant variations. The case 
is somewhat similar at 1. 1, 62, the difference being that the manuscript sup- 
port for the text reading is slightly weaker. The two sets of variants, it may 
be remarked, have this noteworthy feature [167] in common that in both 
places there is partial agreement between K B on the one hand and S on the 
other, in so far that they both have as the first part of the pada, a word un- 
compounded with adhyéyam. The explanation of this chaos is, I think, fur- 
nished by 1.2.34, where the name of the adhyfiya (or rather of the parvan) is 
found to be anukramani (and not enukramanika) :? 


parvGnuktamani pirvam. 
Here the reading is certain, the variants (mainly in G) being negligible. 
1 Accordingly I have called the parvan Anukramapi-parvan, differing from 


the Calcutta, Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions, in which it is called Anukrama- 
nikd-parvan, 
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All printed editions of the text without exception have the same reading, an 
indication that the large majority of all reliable MSS. hitherto examined read 
the name of the adhydya as in text. The name in this form occurs at 
11.200: 

anuknamanyd yavat syad ahna ratryé ca sarcitam, 
where again the variants though numerous, do not concern us since they are 
also mainly restricted to a single version, the Grantha. 

As remarked already there is partial agreement between K B Da and S 
in so far that they break up the compound of the vulgate text into words, one 
standing in epithetical or appositional relation to the other. A little reflec- 
tion will show that, used by @ writer familiar with the older name of the 
adhydya, the first word uncompounded with adhyaya could be no other than 
anukramanim. With this word, however, we should get the awkward prior 
pada v —- vv —-2—-— —, which, according to Hopkins (op. cit. 
Pp. 236), is a “ very rare, sporadic" combination. Now it is well known thal, 
in the epic, grammatical accuracy is often sacrificed to the observance of pre- 
ferred vipuli forms. The awkwardness of the pada was removed by the 
(anomalous) shortening of the troublesome long 7 in the final syllable of the 
word. Examples of shortening metri causa, cited from the epics by HOPKINS 
(op. cit, p. 246) are: svadha ca svadhabhojinam, Ram. 7, 23. 23 (again in 
the fifth syllable) ; apakramot, (B.) 9. 11. 62; sckhiganavrta, Nala 1. 24; 
na Sti johati vai tanuh, (B.) 11. 25.5. The examples, as is well known, can 
be very easily multiplied. 


{168} The assumption of an original anukramanimi adhyéyam could, 
as far as 1 can judge, satisfactorily explain all the different variants of this 
pada. It accounts for the neat bifurcation of the manuscript evidence into 
the vulgate text (with partial reflexes in the K version) and the Southern 
group. The vulgate text may be seen to have successfully overcome the diffi- 
culty of the anomalous shortening by substituting in the lame foot a form 
with a legitimate short vowel where required by the (later) stringent rule : 
paricamam laghu sarvatra ; it had to sacrifice the original appositional con- 
struction and substitute for it a compound. The Southem editors, on the 
other hand, adhered firmly to the appositional construction, and eked out a 
tolerable pada with various synonyms having a short vowel in the fifth syllable 
such as; krdminam, °kramikam, °kramanam, °kramanim. 

It may be argued that even anukramanikadhydyam as the original read- 
ing might likewise furnish reasons for the growth of this singular crop of 
various readings, because the name anukramanika here given to the adhyaya 
was felt to be inappropriate, the correct name being anukromeni as given in 
1, 2. 34. But such an interpretation would not be valid, because the original 
postulated here would at best serve to explain only one variant, namely, enu- 
kramanim. adkyayam ; it fails wholly to account for the vascillations of the 
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entire Southern recension, since nothing would have been gained by substitut- 
ing anukromigam, °kramikem and so forth, which all equally fall short of 
Teproducing the original name of the adyh@ya. So at leasi it seems to me 
must the variants be interpreted. I consider the text reading all but certain. 
A comparison of the extant manuscript material should show that, clerical 
errors and occasional anomalies apart, the Bangali MSS. uniformly, Arjuna- 
migra (? together with Devabodha) MSS. frequently, and K MSS. sporadi- 
cally will have the text reading ; MSS. of the vulgate text and other MSS. 
contaminated from this source will have the compound ; while MSS. of the 
Southem recension will mostly have synonyms of anukramanim such as 
“kramanom °kramikam and so on. 


1,1. 201: 


{169} bharatosya vapur hy ebat satyam camrtam (vl. cantlam) 
eva ca, 


EDGERTON discusses at some length the variation amptem : anrtam and 
decides emphatically in favour of anrtam. EnGERTON’s arguments are briefly 
these : first and foremost, the text reading does not do justice to the emphatic 
particle eva in the same line, which is a “crucial word ;” secondly, axylam is 
intrinsically far superior to the innocuous amylam, which has been substituted 
for the original lectio difficilior by ignorant copyists who, missing the “ para- 
dox” intended, “naturally gagged at attributing ‘falsehood’ to the epic." 
In the first place I differ from EpGERTON radically as to the value and im- 
portance of the word eva in the sentence. It is unquestionably true that eve 
does emphasize the preceding word or words, but this is neither necessarily 
nor universally true. Very frequently, especially in the epics and the 
Puranas, the emphasis is so slight that it is almost negligible, and the word 
is nothing more than an expletive. My experience fully corroborates P. W., 
which has the following note s. v. eva : “ Nicht selten, namenlich nach einigen 
Partikeln, ist die Bedeutung von eva abgeschwacht, dass wir auch den Nach- 
druck aufgeben.” But the best answer to EDGERTON’s contention as to the 
value of eva is to show that it figures very frequently at the end of the pada, 
in Jong enumerations of names and attributes where no emphasis could be 
intended whatsoever. Here are some examples chosen at random : 

(K.) 1. 68. 95.; Durmarsano Durmukhas cd Duskeryah Karna eva ca 
(B.) 2. 100. 2: Dronam Krpam nrparis camyan ASvatthamanam eva ca 
(B.) 13. 254. 17: avyayak purusah saksi kéetrajiio 'ksava eva ca 
120: yajfiantekrd yajfeguhyam annam anndda eva ca 
Brahma Pur. 182. 7: tvami svdhd@ tvam svadha vidya sudhd tuam jyotir 
eve ta 
Bhavisya Pur. 10. 8. 38 : jyotiS cakram jalam tejo nabhasvan vidyud eva ca 
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Tt would be clearly preposterous to see in these eve ca “ emphatic parti- 
cles” or “crucial words" emphesizing paradoxes ; [170} they are nothing 
more than copulative expletives. My impression is that the epic “ pocts” 
use the conjunctions oz, caiva or eva ca according as they require one, two or 
three syllables to fill their line! This, I hope, will suffice to dispose of the 
alleged necessity cf looking for and finding any striking paradox in 
this line. 


But I think EDGERTON is making another and a graver mistake. His 
remark that “ the panegyrist of the epic [italics mine] starts out to claim that 
it contains everything” makes me suspect that EDGERTON has possibly mis- 
understood the hemistich in question. Here the subject matter of gloriftca- 
tion is not the epic at all, but merely the first’ adhyaya thereof. The hemis- 
tich occurs in a passage at the end of the first adhyaya, and the passage is 
evidently of the nature of a pholagruti. The hemistich says: “ This is the 
body of the (Mahi-)Bharata.” Here “ this” refers not to the whole epic but 
merely to the Anukramani chapter mentioned in the previous stanzas. The 
whole line is a subordinate (hi) clause depending upon the main clause con- 
tained in the immediately preceding stanza. “ (200) He who repeats (in an 
undertone, even) a little of the Anukramani at both twilights is freed immedi- 
ately from as much sin as has been accumulated during the day and the night ; 
(201) for, this is the body of the (Maha-)Bharata (that is) Truth and also 
Immortality !” It is owing to its partaking of the qualities of (or, as the pane- 
gyrist of the adhyaya will have it, owing to its being) Truth and Immortality 
that it is able to absolve the devout reciter of the adhyaya immediately from 
sin, The emphasis, if any, is on hi (“for”), not on eva. Objection may be 
taken to the neuter gender of efal, since it is made to refer the Anukramani 
(f.) chapter as I do here. The gender may be explained either as a case of 
attraction by the gender of the predicate (vapus, n.) or as referring indiscri- 
minately to enukramani (f.) or adhyéya (m.). But if EDGERTON does not 
like that, I have no great objection to his translating: “For this form of the 
(Maha-)Bharata is Truth and Immortality.” According to this interpreta- 
tion, the variant enrtam is wholly inappropriate and inadmissible ; and in fact 
on second thoughts I am inclined even to dispense with the wavy line under 
amriam. 


{171} The paradox conceived by EpceRTon might apply fitly to the 
whole epic, which may be said to mirror all phases of life, “ Truth,—yes, 
and Falsehood too!” but it is clearly unreasonable and even impossible to 
say that the Anukramani chapter by itself could be “ Truth,—yes and False- 
hood too.” Furthermore, even if this wonderful chapter be the Truth as well 
as Falsehood, I fail to see how it should follow that such a chapter could on 
that account be able to give absolution to a sinner. If one bears in mind 
that the subject matter of the panegyric is the Anukramanf chapter (and not 
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the epic), one cannot, I think, come to any other conclusion than that the true 
Teading is amrtam. 

It may be atided that EpcERTON’s mistake is quite natural and is caused 
primarily by the misleading division of the passage (stanzas 200-202) into 
distiches, which suggests that the subject matter of the prasasti is the Maha- 
bhirata. The first half of stanza 201 is logically and grammatically con- 
nected with the preceding stanza (200); on the other hand the second half 
is patt and parcel of the following stanza (202). The first half clearly refers 
to the Anukramani chapter, the second half equally clearly to the epic as a 
whole. Could I have foreseen the confusion it is apt to cause, I would cer- 
tainly have joined the first half of stanza 201' to 200 and the second half to 
stanza 202, notwithstanding that this arrangement yields two consecutive three- 
line stanzas. In such cases I have mostly made three distiches, sometimes, 
I fear, as in this instance, clouding the sense. 

There remains now only one point to be considered. By saying that 
amytam is a lectio difficilior, EoceERTON implies that the change from amrtam 
into @nztam is ordinarily inconceivabic, since any copyist would have fough! 
shy of attributing falsehood to the epic. Such a view would, in my opinion, 
be entirely incorrect. The distinguishing feature of scribes’ emendations is 
that it is superficial. The scribe does not stop to think very deeply about 
the consequences of the change. Here, I fancy, the variant has arisen merely 
because, in entirely different contexts, satyem and anytam are found frequently 
combined into a phrase, sometimes even combined into the compound 
Satyanrla (e.g, satydnrle yo vivinakte loke, 1. 3. 152; satyanrte avapasyait 
jananém RV. 7.49.3). I [172} therefore hold that the substitutions of anrtam 
for amrlam is wholly within the range of probability and even quite natural 
for an Indian scribe, 


* . * 


1.2.70: 
etat parvasatam piirnam Vydsenoktam maharsind. 


Although it is prefectly true that all previous efforts to make the text 
of the Mbh. agree with the numerical data of its extent and size have ended 
in dismal failures, EDGERTON is needlessly nervous about my attempt to re- 
duce the number of the (sub-)parvans exactly to one hundred, EDGERTON'S 
view is that the traditional hundred should be regarded as an approximate 
or “round” number. This is the explanation given also by C. V. VAIDYA 
in his Epic India (p. 189) when he is faced with the anomaly that his list 
of “hundred parvans” contains 107 titles. In support of the view, one might 
Cite the use of the word Sateka in titles of anthologies like the Syigarasataka, 
which frequently, if not uniformly, contain more than 100 etanzae. The paral- 
Ieligm would, in my opinion, be not quite exact, because, I think, here the suffix 
ka (miscalied svadrthe by Indian grammarians) probably suggests, if it does not 


EPIC STUDIES I 199 


actually connote, the approximate character of the denomination. Less con- 
vincing still is the analogy (mentioned by C. V. Vatpya, loc. cit.) of the ap- 
pellation satasdhasri of the Mbh. This expression is admittedly not intended 
to mean exactly one hundred thousand, whatever else it may mean. But the 
latitude implicitly allowed in the use of the expression Satasahasra in stating 
the number of stanzas which are approximately a lakh cannot, it seems to me, 
be claimed by a person giving the number of chapters which are approxt- 
mately only one hundred. That question apart, when the old experts of the 
Great Epic (bhdaratacintaka, 1. 2. 172) had calculated and stated the 
exact. number of adhydyas and Slokas, parvan by parvan for all the eighteen 
Parvans, apparently correct to the last digit, would it not be exceedingly 
strange if the number of the chapter-groups alone, given in the very same 
adhydya, in the same context, were to be only approximate? A few stanzas 
more or less in an aggregate of several thousand stanzas, or a few adhyayas 
more or less [175] in an aggregate of several hundred adhyayas would not have 
mattered very much one way or the other ; but a few parvans more or less 
when the total was only in the neighbourhood of hundred! So careless I 
suppose even the careless custodians of the fifth Veda were not. Their cal- 
culations may have been wrong, but their intention is perfectly clear. They 
say and mean that the number was exactly one hundred : notice the pirnem 
in the first pada of the hemistich. In fact, the amazing difference in the 
Tengths and characters of these chapter-groups—there are some containing 
only 1 adhyaya and less than 70 stanzas, there are others which contain more 
than 70 adhydyas and considerably more than 3,000 stanzas !—could, I think, 
only have been the result of an over-mastering desire on the part of some 
old editor or editors to reach, by hook or crook, some such predetermined 
“ound” number. 


EDGERTON is perfectly right when he says that the attempt to reconstruct 
the original text of this passage presents some very serious textual difficulties. 
Whether my text will finally prove correct in every respect or not remains of 
coursed to be seen. I hope it will fit the constituted text of the whole epic ; 
‘but I shall not be greatly shocked if it does not. The texts of the present 
editions, Calcutta, Bombay or Kumbhakonam, do not conform to the details 
given in the “ Table of Contents.” There are alt kinds of discrepancies bet- 
ween them : the Sloka numbers do not agree’; the same is true of the adhydya 
and the parvan number. These discrepancies cannot be helped,—so long as 
we do not know who had done the counting and when it was done. As for 
the constituted text of the passage in question, I will only say that I have 
formed it rigidly on the principles of textual criticism worked out by me and 
followed elsewhere in the course of my work on the edition. These principles 
have been applied independently of the question of the past, present or future 
form and divisions of the epic. The constituted text is based 
mainly on documenta! and intrinsic probability. It is 
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more than likely that it contains some slight errors ; the different versions are 
interwoven in such an intricate manner that to disentangle them with com- 
Plete assurance or to one’s complete satisfaction is not yet possible, or perhaps 
is no longer possible. I honestly believe that the discrepancies between the 
constituted {174} text and the present “ Table of Contents,” will be very 
considerably diminished. But about one thing I feel perfectly confident and 
that is that the number is intended to be exactly one hundred. EoGERTON 
himself would probably have been less sceptical had he known that both 
Arjunamisra and Nilakanta have left behind them in their scholia mnemonic 
stanzas, stating the exact number cf (sub-)parvans in each of the eighteen 
(major) parvans. In both cases the total is exactly one hundred ; besides 
that, the individual figures tally exactly in the two lists. 
Here are the stanzas themselves. 


Arjunamigra? towards the end of the second adhyaya (Da, fol. 45) 
ekonavirhéati tx parvabhir Adiparva 
khya@tam, Sabha navabhir, astabhir astayuktaih 
Atanyakam, nonu Viratekatha caturbhir, 
ekadhikair dasabhir Udyamom dmananti ||| || 
Bhaismam ca paiicabhir, atho Gurur astasarnkhyair 
ekena Karam, atha Madrakatha catuibhih 
Sauptam tribhis, iad anu paficabhir Angendném 
Sértis caturbhir,-Anusésanam ekakena || 2 || 
dvabhyim usenti Hayamedham, ath-Asramakhyam 
ahus tribhir, Musalaparva tathaikakena 
ckaikaSo gamana-NGkagali, ubhabhyam 
Vamso Harer, iti kyla Sata parvasankhya |) 3 || 


Nilakantha. (ad 1. 2. 396) : 

Adi-dhyanaSabha-dhanash Vana-cayarn Vairdla-bhidyoga-yuk, 
Bhisma Drona-majath ca Karna-ku tatha Salye-bha Sausuptagam 
Stri-sath Santi-bha Dénadhormoka Hayejyd-r-Asramavésa-gath 
kan kart Moazusala-Y Gnayor Dyugati-ccarin Vamée-kham etac chatam || 


{175} According to my list the various sub-parvans are distributed 
among the eighteen major parvans as under : 


; 1 The @ priori attempt of BrockHaus (ZDMG 6. 528-532) to identify the 


hundred parvans from these stanzas of Arjunamigra was premature and doomed 
to fail. 
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I. Adi (19) : 1 Anukramanit 2 Parvasarhgraha. 
3 Pausya. 4 Pauloma. 5 Astika. 
6 AdivarirSivatarana. 7 Sarhbhava. 
8 Jatugrhadaha. 9 Haidimba. 10 
Bakavadha. 11 Caitraratha. 12 
Svayamnvara. 13 Vaivahika. 14 
Viduragamana. 15 Rajyalambha. 
16 Arjunavanavaésa. 17 Subhadra- 
harana. 18 Haranaharika. 19 
Khandavadaha. : 
Tl. Sabha (9) : 20 Sabha. 21 Mantra. 22 Jarasarh- 
dhavadha. 23 Digvijaya. 24 Ra- 
jasiiyika. 25 Arghabhiharana, 26 
SiSupalavadha. 27 Dyita. 28 
Anudyita. 
II, Aranyaka? (16) : 29 Aranyaka. 30 Kirmiravadha. 31 
Kairata. 32 Indralokabhigamana. 
33 Tirthayatra. 34 Jatdsuravadha. 
35 Yaksayuddha. 36 Ajagara. 37 
Markandeyasamasya. 38 Drau- 
padi Satyabhamésarhvada, 39 
Ghogayatra. 40 Mygasvapnabha- 
ya. 41 Vyihidraunika, 42 Drau- 
padiharana. 43 Kundalaharana, 


44 Araneya. 
IV. Virdta (4) : 4S Vairata. 46 Kicakavadha. 47 
Gograhana. 48 Vaivahika. 
{176} V. Udyoga (11) : 49 Udyoga. 50 Safijayayana. 51 


Prajagara. 52 Sanatsujata. 53 
Yanasarndhi. 54 Bhagavadyana. 
55 Vivada. 56 Niryana. 57 
Rathatirathasazhkhya. 58 Uliika- 
diitagamana. 59 Ambopakhydna. 
Vi. Bhigma (5) : 60 Bhismabhigecana. 61 Jambukh- 
amdanirmana. 62 Bhimi. 63 Bha- 
gavadgita. 64 Bhismavadha. 


1 This ia the correct name of the first (sub-)parvan, miscalled Anukramapika 
in modern editions, See above, the discussion on 1. 1. 62. 

2 This is the orthodox name of the third parvan, miscalled Vanaparvan in 
most Northern MSS., and modem editions, The Southern MSS. generally adhere 
consecutively to the older names, 

14 
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VII. Drona (8) : 65 Dronabhigeka. 66 Sarhéaptaka- 
vadha. 67 Abhimanyuvadha. 68 
Pratijfid. 69 Jayadrathavadha, 70 
-  Ghatotkacavadha. 71 Dropavadha, 
72 Nardyanastramoksa. 


VIII. Kama (1) : 73 Kama. 
IX. Galya (4) : 74 Galya. 75 Hradapravesa. 76 
Gadayuddha. 77 Sdrasvata. 
X. Sauptika (3) : 78 Sauptika. 79 Aistka. 80 Jala- 
pradinika. 
XI. Sti (5): 81 Stri. 82 Sraddha. 82 Abhigeca- 
nika. 84 CA&rvakanigraha. 85 
Grhapravibhaga. 
XI. Santi (3) : 86 Rajadharma. 87 Apaddharma. 
88 Moksadharma. 
XII. Anugasana (2) : 89 AnuSsasanika. 90 Bhismasvargaro- 
hana. 
XIV. Asvamedhika (2) : 91 Afvamedhika. 92 Anugita. 
XV. Agramavasika (3) . 93 ASramavdsa. 94 PutradarSana. 
95 Nd&radagamana. 
XVI. Mausala (1) : 96 Mausala. 
XVII. Mahaprasthanika (1) : 97 Mahaprasthanika. 
{177} XVIII. Svargarohana (1) : 98 Svargarohana. 
(Khila) Harivarhéa (2) : 99 HarivarhSa. 100 Bhavisyat.t 


‘My series differs from that of the mnemonic stanzas only as regards 
the two (consecutive) parvans Santi and AnuSasana. The aggregate number 
of the two parvans is the same in our lists; the discrepancy is only with 
regard to the division of the five sub-parvans between the two major parvans. 
My figures for these parvans are 3 and 2; those given by the scholiasts in 
their stanzas are 4 and 1 respectively, differing only by one each from mine. 
I am unable to account for this discrepancy at present. 

‘These stanzas, it will have to be admitted, make the case for the ex- 
actitude of the figure 100 very much stronger. Is it conceivable that two 
different scholiasts would make up two different mnemonic stanzas, each 
giving a perfectly fictitious series of figures, with the total exactly hundred, 


2 It will be noticed that 17 (out of the aggregate of 19) names of the (major) 
parvans, in this scheme, are identical with the names of the initial (eub-)parvan 
of each group. This is valuable because it suggests how the names of the 19 
(major) parvans were obtained from the (older) list of the hundred (sub-)parvans. 
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for the number of chapter-groups in each of the eighteen books of the epic? 
These stanzas establish, in my opinion, irrefutably that as late as the time 
of Arjunamiéra the total number of (sub-)parvans was believed to be exactly 
one hundred, and (what is much more important) the exact number of 
(sub-}parvan in each of the (major) pervans was also believed to be 
accurately known. Whether or not these figures tallied exactly with the 
actual divisions of the version of the text prepared by these commentators 
is an entirely different question, which I am not yet prepared to answer in 
the affirmative. These stanzas stand, in my opinion, for an effort to save 
from the limbo of oblivion some precious fragment of traditional knowledge 
Tegarding the epic. Like fossils these skeletons of the old Parvasarhgraha- 
parva have survived, despite the frantic efforts of centuries of editors and 
critics to make the “ Table of Contents” agree with the form of the text 
known to them. 

Many of EDGERTON’s suggestions and queries relate to the uses of the 
wavy line : mostly cases where he has either less or {178} more confidence 
in the readings I have adopted. This device, as EDGERTON himself admits, 
is “by its very nature hard to apply strictly and consistently.” Moreover, 
most of the words cited by him are merely commonplace adverbs, conjunc- 
tions and other expletives like caiva, Ghuh (v. 1. viduh), iha, vai, ty-atre, capi, 
kim-va@ (v. 1, vé kim) and so on. I will therefore forbear from entering 
into a detailed discussion of the relative merits of the variants, especially 
as, in the majority of the cases, the manuscript evidence is so conflicting 
that absolute certainty is impossible. 

I cannot conclude this paper without expressing both to Professor 
EDGERTON and to Dr. WELLER my cordial thanks for the very kind remarks 
they have to make regarding the work in general, and my keen appreciation 
of the uniformly courteous tone of their very sympathetic reviews. 

Il. Further Text-critical Notes.* 

The organizers of the new Indian project of preparing a critical edition 
of the Mahabharata are deeply indebted to both Geheimrat Lipers and 
Professor WINTERNITZ not merely for their taking personally a keen interest 
in the scheme, but for their bringing the project formally to the notice of 
the savants assembled at the historic XVIIth Intemational Congress of 
Orientalists held at Oxford in August 1928, and moving resolutions convey- 
ing messages of appreciation and congratulation? A singularly happy 
feature of this event was that this gesture of cordial sympathy and willing 
co-operation should have proceeded spontaneously from just those two 


* [ABORI, 11. 165-191]. 

1 The text of the resolution moved by Geheimrat Lipers and adopted un- 
animously by the Indian Section of the Congress has been published by WINTERNITZ 
in Indologica Pragensia, 1, 63, 
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veteran scholars who not merely enjoy the greatest amount of respect and 
confidence in the world of Indologists but whoee names are most intimately 
connected with the earlier scheme of the Intemational Association of Acade- 
mies of publishing a critical edition of our Great Epic. It is a matter of 
high gratification to the members of the Mahabharata Editorial Board that 
their modest efforts in the cause of Mahabharata studies are being so keenly 
appreciated by their fellow workers in Europe, just as it is a matter of relief 
to the responsible editors that the general method and principles underlying 
the preparation of this edition have won the warm approval of the two 
eminent European critics! who have themselves made the closest study of 
the central textual problem and enriched the literature on the subject by 
the contribution of several valuable papers and monographs. 

At the said session of the Congress of Orientalists, WINTERNITZ read 
a paper entitled “ The Critical Edition of the Mahabharata”, dealing with 
the history of the project from its early beginnings. Much of what WINTERNITZ 
says in this [166} memorable address of his bears the unmistakable stamp 
of being personal reminiscences, because he was the first scholar who more 
than thirty years ago, at the XIth International Congress of Orientalists held 
in Paris (1897), emphasized the superlative importance of a critical edition 
of the Mahabharata and proposed measures for its preparation? 

After nearly thirty years of restless endeavour, he is again one of the 
small group of the first collaborators of the great and ambitious project. 
During 1922-3 he used his opportunities as a Guest Professor at the Univer- 
sity of the poet philosopher Rabindranath Tacore to train some of his ad- 
vanced pupils at the Viévabhdrati to do collation work, thus helping to 
establish there a centre for the collation of Bangali MSS. of the Mahabha- 
rata,* a centre which is still doing excellent work under the supervision of 
the Principal, Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA. Finally, WINTERNITZ 
has taken over some of the editorial burden on his own shoulders by kindly 
agreeing to edit for the Institute one Parvan, the Sabhaparvan. This is in- 
deed a very happy augury for the continued success of our cherished project. 


To the text of his Congress address, which he has published in the 
first issue of his Joumal, Indologica Pragensia, Vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-63, 
WINTERNITz has appended (pp. 64-68) some critical remarks on my edition 
of the Adiparvan. While expressing his whole-hearted agreement with the 
general principles underlying my reconstruction of the text, he has given a 
long list of passages in which he differs from me with respect to the readings 
of the constituted text. With unerring judgement he has picked out those 


1 Cf, Winterni1z, ABI. 5. 24, 30, and Ind. Prag, 1. 62, 67; Liers, Deutsche 
Literaturzeitung, 1929 (Heft 24), Sp. 1137-1146. 

2 Cf. also ABI. 4, 145 ff. 

2 Annual Report of the B. O. R. I. for 1922-23, p. 11 f. 
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passages in the first two adhyayas that had given me most trouble, and he 
has criticized the readings of the constituted text, weighing the pros and cons 
with great acumen, and pointing out the errors and imperfections with much 
delicacy and courtesy, While tendering him my cordial thanks for the 
honour he has done me by making so close and penetrating a study of my 
critical work, I shall endeavour here briefly to answer his queries and critic- 
ism. 1 write these notes not so much to justify my selection and establish 
the readings of the critical edition as {167} to set forth the reasons that 
have guided me in the choice of the readings in question and that may not 
have occurred to my critic-—remarks which will not fait to throw some fitful 
Jight on the obscure and complicated processes which go to make up Maha- 
bh&rata textual criticism. 


. . 


Minor Questions. 

1. 1. 30: WHINTERNITZ observes that “in the notes the interesting re- 
mark of Arjunamiéra is given ; paramesthy otha iti préyaseh pathek, but the 
actual reading of the Da MSS. is not given”. The reading of the Da MSS. 
not being specifically mentioned, it must, in conformity with a tacitly assum- 
ed Paribhasa, be taken to be the same as the text reading, namely, para- 
mesthy ctha, In that sense the reading of the Da MSS. (i.e. of Arjuna- 
mixta) Aas been given, and my note is both complete and correct, because 
both the Da MSS. collated for the passage do, in point of fact, read para- 
‘mesthy atha.!’ Nevertheless, as I discovered on referring to the commentary 
once more, the note does not represent the facts fully and correctly, because 
the MSS. which are corrupt, being contaminated from the vulgate, had suc- 
ceeded, for the time being, in completely misleading me. 

That the true Arjunamiéra reading must, against the testimony of MSS., 
be assumed to be paramesvarck (agreeing then with B, Dy. C,) follows, 
with certainty, from the commentary itself, a fact I had overlooked when 
I wrote the note. The commentary runs thus : 

aig: fer: | a af: 1 aeN ee! Tea: Noa | TBAT eA AAT 
are: 1 Te RAT: 

In the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. 1), I have already drawn attention 
to the fact that “the (epic) text in the Arjunamisra codices is frequently 
contaminated from the “ vulgate" and has to be corrected with the help of 
Arjunamigra’s comméntary.” The examples cited there are 1. 1. 176 and 





1 A reference to Prof, LUpeRs’ Druckprobe (p. 6) will show that the (Deva- 
nagari) MSS. of Arjunamiéra’s commentary collated by him for his Specimen edition 
tead likewise paramesthy athe; only in one instance has the reading been cor- 
ected (by a later hand) to paramesvarah. Accordingly Prof. LUpers has also 
taken paramesthy athe as the reading of the version of Arjunamiéra. 


dda 
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22b. In the former case, the Da MSS. read punydrin (like the vulgate, with 
which the constituted text here agrees; the true Arjunamifra {168} read- 
ing is, however, puya-, as follows clearly from Arjunamisra’s own observa- 
tion : 

granearkigany | get aeandt gearrey MaarTen x guatgert 1 wai 
MONAT: TTA: | areal arent 

In the latter case (1. 1. 225), likewise, the Da MSS. read Sivam, agree- 
ing with many K and D MSS.; but the commentary shows (as I have 
pointed out in the notes) that the true Arjunamiéra reading is Sucim, agree- 
ing with the constituted text, sivem being only a variant mentioned by the 
scholiast ; 

arrt Pomrered a 1 argue fedtenrenena | ser oe BAe | Ree ae 
fd ee TATE aT | 

1 must here add, therefore, a word of caution. In the critical notes 
Published with the text, the readings as actually found in the (epic) ¢ext (in 
contradistinction to the commentary) of the Arjunamisra codices have, as 
a mule, been taken to represent the readings of Arjunamiéra ; the commen- 
tary was consulted by me only occasionally, in case of doubt or difficulty, 
or when a pafhantera was noticed. It is, therefore, more than likely that, 
owing to the fact our Da MSS. are conflated by contamination with various 
types of MSS., in particular with the Nilakantha type, a few errors of the 
kind pointed out by WINTERNITZ may have inadvertently crept in. Such 
errors can be rectified only by working through the whole commentary, word 
for word, and comparing the lemmata with the (epic) text of the MSS. ; 
even then one can of course be sure only of the words and passages actually 
cited and explained by the scholiast. 

The version of Arjunamiéra, as I pointed out in the Foreword to Fasci- 
cule 1 (p. v), is closely allied to the Bangali version. The reason for this 
affmity (as 1 have stated elsewhere) appears to be that Arjunamisra was a 
native of Bengal.1 Following the example of my predecessors, I have uti- 
lized, for the critical edition of the Adiparvan, Devanagari MSS. of Arjuna- 
miéra’s commentary. The two MSS, I am using are extremely corrupt. In 
fact, all the MSS. of Arjunamisra’s commentary I have seen—and they are 
ali Devanagari MSS.—have been remarkably corrupt. Not only that, the 
text they offer is, as already remarked, obviously contaminated from the 
{169} vulgate. This corruption of the Devanigari MSS. I could not ac- 
count for at first ; but it must be due, I cannot but think now, to their being 
copies of Bangali or Maithili originals. It would, therefore, be expedient 
to procure and use, whenever possible, Bangali? or Maithili MSS. of Arjuna- 





1 See my note on Arjunamigra in the Dr. Modi Memoria? Volume, p. 565 ff. 
2 The Asiatic Society of Bengal does contain some Bengali MSS. (Descrip- 


EPIC STUDIES II 207 


miéra’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bangali (res- 
pectively Maithili) version. 


1. 1. 62: WINTERNITZ points out that the lengthy interpolation App. I, 
No, 1=(B.) 1. 1: 55¢ed—93 is inserted in the R. A. S. Whish MS. No. 65 
after 62ab, and not after 62, as in most of the Southem MSS. used by me.’ 
But two of my MSS. (T, G,) also insert the passage in question after 62ab, 
like the Whish MS.; only between 62¢b and the Appendix passage, my MSS. 
further interpolate 29*, 64 and 30*, as stated in the very note cited by 
WINTERNITZ. The point of insertion of this interpolation varied in the dif- 
ferent MSS. ‘Thus of the MSS. collated by Prof. Liners for his Druckprobe, 
two G, [? read G,] T, read it after 62ab, while two others (G, T,) read it 
after 62; moreover, in T, (of the Druckprobe) the inserted passage is pre- 
ceded by 29*, 64 and 65 (somewhat like T, G-)? 


* * * 


1. 1. 131: The printer’s devil, I regret to say, is responsible for the 
erroneous spelling Sariseptake—(with dental s) in this stanza; the correct 
spelling SamSaptaka—(with palatal §) is given at 1. 2. 56 and 160. More- 
over, the various readings have been given only at 1. 2. 56, and, through some 
unfortunate oversight, omitted at 1. 2. 131 and 1. 2. 160. I make good the 
omission here. At 1, 1, 131 the various readings are as follows. Ky, 24.6 By 
Da Day. nz Dri ty. 1e Dis. & x 10. 4 Ty Samsapaia®; K, Bia Dny Dr, 
Dy. ve ae ne Ts G (Gy. 20m.) M Samsapta”; V, Sassapta®; K; Duy 
missing. At 1. 2. 160 they are: Ko. ws. a Vi Day Dn Dr. ra Pet wu 
[170] T, Gr Sarnsapta?; Ky B Day Dr ty Dy oo 9 Ts Ge ove 
Sarisapta® ; G: Samsapte? ; Ks missing ; M om. 

From the readings of the three passages in question, it should seem that, 
anomalies apart, K, (or the India Office Codex), Bangali and Southern MSS. 
tead it correctly (that is, with the palatal §), while the rest of K agrees with 
the commentators in reading it with the dental s. The balance of probability 
inclines to the side of the palatal, I think, even if we restrict ourselves to the 
MS. evidence. C, V. ValpyA (The Mahdbhérata: A Criticism, p. 159) 
speaks of them as the “7 clans who came probably from the Afagan (sic) 
borders,” but it seems to me more likely that they got their nickname from 
the fact that they had bound themselves by an oath to kill Arjuna or die in 
the great Bharata battle (Dronap. 17). 









tive Catalogue, vol. 5, Nos. 3371-3374, 3422), but it is very difficult to move the 
Society to send out its MSS. on loan. 
1 That would also account for the frequent divergence of Da from the D class. 
2 The passage is found inserted not only after 62¢b and 62, but also after 
26, 58ab, 59eb (according to the Druckprobe), and 60. 
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1. 2. 85: The spurious line (102*) Rijasya Dhartarasprena presanarn 
Pandavan prati stands in the MSS. not before 97* (as WINTERNITZ imagines 
and very naturally), but after 101*, as correctly stated in the critical notes. 
T have re-examined the MSS. concerned on the point and find that my note is 
Perfectly correct. .One cannot be dogmatic about the Mahabharata MSS.; 
there is no knowing what they may or may not contain. The line was found 
only in six Nilakagtha MSS. in Devanagari or Bangali characters, collated 
for the first two adhyZyas. In all these six MSS. the line is found inter- 
polated at the same place, the place mentioned in the critical apparatus 
(namely, after 101*), although all printed editions without exception place 
it elsewhere (namely, before 97*), which is no doubt the reason of WINTER- 
NiTz’s remark. A note drawing attention to this patent discrepancy might 
have been usefully added in the critical notes. But I have found the printed 
editions so arbitrary and unreliable? that I have almost [171] completely 
ignored them in the foot-notes, which have necessarily to be rather brief and 
to the point. The meaning of this enigmatic line found in Nilakantha MSS. 
is as obscure to me ab the cause of its transposition in the first printed edi- 
tion. We need not inquire why the line occurs in the wrong place in the 
other editions as well, since the subsequent editors appear to have studiously 
and uniformly avoided consulting MSS. WINTERNITZ could easily convince 
himself of the correctness of my statement regarding the point of insertion 
of this line in the MSS. by referring to the superb complete copy of the Maha- 
bharata in S4rad4 characters, with Nilakantha’s scholium, he purchased in 
Kasmir during his stay there. 


* . * 


1, 2,102: Da Dn Dr do have magnam and Draupadim, as found in the 
printed editions and as rightly surmised by WINTERNITZ. This group has, 
through oversight, completely dropped out of the long list of MSS. that read 
Draupadim, and] am thankful to WINTERNITZ for drawing my attention to it. 
The correction will be duly notified in the list of Errata, which will be added 
at the end of the volume. In passing I may draw attention to the superiority 
of the K MSS,, the only group which, as WINTERNITZ rightly remarks, gives 
the undoubtedly correct rendering of the whole stanza ; ail other MSS.—even 
such as do not contain the interpolated line 112*—are in utter confusion. 


1. The Kumbhakonam edition contains a misleading colophon after its adhyaya 
100, which is not found in any MS. and is, moreover, unnecessary—All printed edi- 
tions contain the line (B.1.284ed=K. 1.28. 5ed) 

gurur hi sarvabkiitanar brahmanch parikirtitah | . 
which is not found even in Nilakantha MSS. The note on 1.74.12 mentions a 
line (B. 1. 79. 13 ef: = K. 1. 73. 23 ab) 

marandrn Sobhanan tasya iti vidvajjana viduk | 
which was not found in any of the 60 MSS. collated for that adhyaya ! 
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MAJOR QUESTIONS. 
1.1.129: yadéSrausam Sukrasiiryou ca yuktou 
Kaunteyanam anulomau jayaya | 
nityam casmafi Svap2da vyabhasantas 
tadd naSomhse vijaydya Samjaya || 
This is indeed a difficult case, and I for my part doubt whether any 
definite decision can be reached as to how the stanza originally read. I must 
say, I cannot share the confidence with which WINTERNITz decides for the 
reading : 
yada Véyuh Sakrasiryau ca yuktau, 


which is mentioned as a patha by Nilakantha and was adopted in the editio 
princeps. It is one of the eight rival readings and is found chiefly in the 
Bangali version, and in MSS, and editions allied to or influenced by it. The 
combinations found {172} in the different MSS. may be arranged schemati- 
cally as follows : 


Vayu Sakra Stirya: Majority of N 
Vayu Sukra Saya; K, + Some D 
Vayu Candra Sirya: Dn 
(a) Srausam Sukra Satya: Text (T Gi5.6) 
(a) $nausam Sakra Sérya: Majority of M 
(@)Srausam Candna Sirya: A few G 
(@) Srausam Vayu Surya: D, (inferior MS.) 
(@)Sreusam = Vayu Sakra Sirya: M, (conflated) 


According to WINTERNITZ, the stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 34 ff. “ where 
the line vdtoddhitash rajas tivram etc., also testifies to the reading vdyul, 
while §akra (= Indra) probably refers to the rain of pieces of flesh, bones 
and blood.” To start with I doubt whether Sakra could be held responsible 
for the “ rain” of flesh, bones, and sundry other articles ; but that is a minor 
point, immaterial to the present discussion. In believing, however, that our 
stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 34ff., WINTERNTITZ is partly mistaken, as will 
presently appear. The important point is that in the opinion of WINTERNITZ 
the stanza alludes to certain forces of Nature, certain elements, such as wind, 
rain and so on, which were favourable to the Pandavas and unfavourable to 
the Kauravas. The commentators Nilakantha, Arjunamisra and Devabodha 
(with the readings which they had adopted or which were before 
them) have explained the stanza in a similar way. I hold a different view, 
however. When I selected the reading of the constituted text, I thought 
and I still think—that in this stanza there is allusion not to the elements, but 
to some astrological factor or constellation—an allusion which was not under- 
stood by commentators and which I could not then fully explain. On read- 
ing the criticism of Prof. WINTERNITZ, I therefore made a reference to my 
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friend Prof. Jyotish Chandra GHATAK, M. A., of Calcutta University, who 
has made a special study of Indian Astrology and allied sciences and is rightly 
regarded as an authority on these topics ; and I was not disappointed. Hav- 
ing atready worked through the whole of the Mahabharata in special search 
of references which have a bearing on Astrology, Augury and kindred subjects, 
he could at once lay his fingers on the right passage, the prototype of our 
stanza, which throws a flood of light on the question, without however fully 
solving the riddle of the stanza, so far as I can judge. The said stanza, 
(B.) 6. 20. 2, reads : 


{173} [Dhrtarastra to Sarhjaya] 


aeat seed atagal wary, 
eat Bat sqrrqr sareteey 5 
eat qat gant: sem: 
ae Ret ge ort aNgT 

While the connection between the two stanzas is patent and indeed un- 
questionable, the discovery of the prototype leaves, unfortunately, most of 
our real difficulties unsolved. The reading which agrees closest with that of 
the Bhismaparvan stanza is that of the vulgate text and is found only in the 
MSS. of Nilakantha. These latter have Vayu-Chandra-Surya (lacking Sakra 
or Sukra altogether) like Soma-Sirya-Vayu of the Bhismaparvan. Is the 
Nilakantha reading then the original reading? As I have pointed out else- 
where, we are apt to prefer, at first sight, the readings of the vulgate, which 
appear, to be better than those of the critical text ; but that is only because 
the text of the vulgate has been arrived at by the purging of the original by 
the continuous emendations of scholars for centuries. It seems to me that there 
is a long history behind the reading of the vulgate in the present case also. 
Nilakaptha had evidently arrived at it by an emendation, by collation with 
the prototype, because there is no indication of there being any MSS. before 
him which could have contained that particular combination. This fact may, 
perhaps, supply us with a clue to the labyrinth of the readings recorded in 
the critical notes for the line in question. An important factor is that Sukra 
(or Sakra), which persistently occurs in all the various categories of our 
MSS. and which must, therefore, be regarded as an essential feature of our 
stanza, is entirely lacking in the later stanza. This proves irrefutably that 
the combination of the former was not identical, in every respect, with that 
of the latter originally. That is an important point to remember. WINTER: 
Nitz is emphatic in asserting that yadé Véyuk of the original was changed 
in S into the ueual yaddsrougsam. This assumption does not seem to me to 





1 See my Epic Studies (I), JBBRAS. (NS.) 4 (1928). 157. A patent example 
of correction ia grkitvad haranark prdpte (in Devanagari MSS.) for haranarm grhyo 
samprépte (1. 2. 93). 
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be at all well founded, because the very next stanza (130) begins yadé 
Drono vividhén astramargén, and here no attempt has been made in S (or 
anywhere else) ta change the beginning into yadaSrausam. There are a few 
more stanzas (133, 140, 145) in [174] this series which do not begin with 
the oft-repeated formula. It seems to me much more likely, therefore, that 
Vayu was introduced into our passage, secondarily, by some early Northern 
tedactor who knew the prototype and had noticed the omission of one of the 
elements in the prior stanza ; precisely as Nilakantha, much later, appears 
to have further altered the line by changing the difficult Sakra (or Sukra) 
to Candra, thus equating the combination to that of the prototype. I there- 
fore adhere to my original choice, explaining the genesis of the variants as 
follows. The stanza in question, which was suggested to the author of the 
yeddsrausam section by the Bhismaparvan stanza but was composed from 
@ vague recollection of the original, began like the other stanzas of the series, 
and contained, moreover, an allusion to an astrological situation. Some Nor- 
then redactor (who had known the Bhismaparvan stanza and noticed that 
the first stanza did not contain Vayu) then deleted (@)Srausam and substi- 
tuted for it the missing Vayu, retaining, however, the original feature Sukra. 
The corruption of Sukra into Sakra must be judged as easy and even natural 
(in juxtaposition with Sirya), in view of the famous episode of the Mahd- 
bhdrata which narrates how Indra, disguised as a mendicant Brahman, begs 
for the miraculous car-rings and the armour which had been Karma's from 
his birth and which had made him invincible. The emendatory activity of 
the early Northem redactor was continued by Nilakantha, who expunged 
the Sakra (or Gukra) which he found in his MSS. (and perhaps did not 
fully understand) and substituted for it Candra, thus equating the two com- 
binations. 

I am confirmed in the supposition that the original line contained only 
two agencies instead of three by the fact that no MSS. hitherto collated 
show yukidh (plu.) for yukteu (dual) in the first line, as they certainly 
would have done, had there been three names in the original instead of two, 
as I have given. 

The question then arises whether Sukra and Giirya, as grdhas, were at 
that time favourable to the Pandavas or, what comes to the same thing, 
adverse to the Kauravas. About [175] Siirya I cannot say. But as far as 
Sukra is concemed, we may safely answer the question in the affirmative. 
My friend Prof. GHATAK has kindly drawn my attention to a stanza in Vara- 
hamihira’s Brhatsamhita which, if dyitejivin may be taken to apply to the 


1 It should be noted that even in the explanation of WINTERNITZ, Sakra and 
Sarya do not make any combined effort. If the three elements wind, rain and 
gun operate all together for the success of the Pandavas, then ywktab is indeed the 
correct word. What is the point of the dual, when the plural form would be even 
metrically equally suitable ? 
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Kauravas, would indicate that at the time of the Bharata battle the planet 
‘Sukra, which was then in the Pirvabhadrapada (cf. 6. 3. 15), was in a 
position which augured disaster to the Kauravas and was therefore favour- 
able (anuloma) to the Pandavas. The Brheisamhita reference (9. 34) sup- 
plied to me by my friend runs. 

xara attests? gasifaat det 

FAIMTOMA FIR aearaa: aoe 

As Vayu is missing in the whole of S except M, (which latter is a 

conflated MS.), it can never be established that Vayu is an essential element 
of the original stanza ; on the other hand, (@)Srausem, though of course no 
Jess doubtful because it is documented also by only half of the entire evidence, 
is rendered probable, if not required, by the context. But J am prepared 
te leave the line as “less than certain,” as indicated by the wavy line below 
the words in question. 


* . . 


1. 1. 180: tava putrair mahattamah. 


WINTERNITz complains that the sentence is “very awkward grammati- 
cally". To have called forth no less than nine attempts at emendation, 
the original must indeed have been most awkward. WINTERNITZ prefers 
to read tava pulrair mahatsarah, pointing out that there is not much evidence 
for the text reading. It is quite true that the text is weakly supported ; 
but so are almost all the readings except that of the vulgate, which certainly 
cannot be considered the original reading, as it is palpably an emendation. 
The text is based on K,,, G;., only, But WINTERNITZ's reading is not 
much better supported ; in its entirety it is found only in K, M; because, 
of the MSS. which do contain the questionable mahattarah, K, begins the 
pada with tvatputrair ye and K, with tvatsutebhyo. 1 submit, therefore, 
that the reading preferred by WINTERNITZ is not better documented than 
mine. That is the first point. WINTERNITZ then seeks to explain the 
variation on the ground that the scribes must have found difficulties with 
the {176} instr. putrath. Now the so-called instr. comparationis is very 
common in both epics and, I submit, that alone would not account for this 
plethora of readings in the case of a simple line with a perfectly obvious 
meaning. I know instances in the Mahabharata text where this instr. com- 
parationis has called forth no variants at all in the MSS., no doubt because 
it was felt to be quite normal by the copyists, editors and readers alike, 
The cause of disturbance in this case must, therefore, be looked for else- 
where, and that was principally, I think, the use of the superlative joined 
to the instrumental. ~ 


In Settling the original reading, the question is primarily one of fact, of 
the actual MS. evidence, not of grammar. The Shakespearean “ This was 
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the most unkindest cut of all” cannot be judged and emended by modem 
standards of grammar. It sounds harsh to our ears ; but there is, I suppose, 
sufficient documentary evidence to prove or make it probable that the line 
as I have quoted it was in point of fact written by the author of Julius Czsar 
(who knew his English quite as well as, if indeed not better than, we do), 
consciously or unconsciously using what our purists stigmatize as 
vulgarism, The argument that a dramatist like Shakespeare could not com- 
mit such a blunder (if blunder it be) would be without cogency, when the 
MS. evidence supports the questionable reading. 


The Mahabharata, I may point out here, has suffered from the great 
misfortune of being always edited by learned Pandits, who were concerned 
more about the purity of diction than with the determination and preserva- 
tion of the words of the author or the authors of the epic. One of the very 
worst offenders in this way was Pandit BOHTLINGK who, in the passages 
edited by him in his Sanskrit-Chresthomathie, has “corrected” away the 
few oddities of idiom and style of the original which had escaped the vigilence 
of mediaeval Indian scholiasts and editors and found their way stealthily into 
our printed editions !* 


{177} The nine variants mentioned in the critical notes may be classi- 
fied as follows. Readings 
(1) in which the comparison is emphasized 
(a) by change of the superl. to the comp.: 
wrgad weed: 1K, 
aa Qhient: 1 K, DM 
(b) by a double change of superl. to comp. and of instr. to abl. 
(the “correct” construction) : 
wRgaeR Reet: 1K, (inferior MS.) ; 
(2) in which the awkward instr. is done away with 
(a) by changing the instr. into abl. : 


weet aera: 1K, 
a garment: 1 Vs 


1 In the Paugyaparvan (Adip. 3). especially, his editorial activities are very 
much in evidence. He hag not only introduced, with scrupulous care, the correct 
Sandhi wherever it was at all possible, he has substituted the correct bendhum 
for the (irregular) baddhune (1. 3. 21), found even in the printed editions and 
made many similar “corrections” independently of the MS. evidence. Most 
amusing, however, is his regular and systematic substitution of the correct form, 
as required by the Siitra of Panini, out of efod and enad, a rule probably unknown 
at any time to anybody outside a select coterie of Acdryas of Vyikarapa. 
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(b) by using the adj. predicatively (mostly in G) : 
aegaes Reet: 1 Te Gis. amr 
wa gan agent: 1 Gs 
(3) in which the line has been recast (the vulgate) : 
aa gat eg mat | K, BD (mostly) T,; 
and (4) corrupt : 
aa gadenm: 1 Dio 

It is an admittedly sound principle of textual criticism to give preference 
to a reading which best suggests how the other readings may have arisen, and 
it would be hard, I think, to find another reading whict could explain all 
these nine variants more satisfactorily. WINTERNITZ’S choice, for instance, 
does not at all explain the origin of any of the readings which contain 
mahattamah (superl.) such as 2 (a) and (b) and the text reading ; because 
there is in that case nothing to be gained by changing the (supposed) original 
comparative into superlative. 

En passant it may be pointed out that the so-called instr. comparationis 
is not a distinct category of the comparative at all ; it is only a special case of 
the (Prakritic) coalescence of the instr. and abl. pl. (metri causa), an equi- 
valence which comes out very clearly in such parallel phrases as : 


A: TMEATAS 1 1. 1. 198 


adit: sqeaa 12 1. 1. 209 and 494°. 
The latter does not mean “he is left by all sins” but “he is freed from all 
sins.” 


{178} and 


That the superlative is used in the epic in the sense of the comparative® 
tmay be seen from ; 


Set % Aah: 1 Gita 12.1 
ay TereRag eRe fered: 1 ibid. 18. 69 
“Of these which are more versed in Yoga?" “Nor among men shall 
there be any whose service is dearer to me than his.” 


The superlative is normally construed with the gen. or loc.; but that it is 


2 Unless it be a scribe’s error perpetuated through centuries or repeated 
independently in different places and times. 

2 This pada recurs frequently in the Ramfyana also. 

3 These derivative forms have probably a merely intensive value, and do not 
necessarily and invariably connote comparison. The Prakrits frequently confuse the 
tara and the tema endings, It is further worth noting that a separate formation 
of the comparative and superlative is unknown to the Modern Indian dialects. 
The epics also sporadically furnish instances of the use of the positive in the sense 
of the comparative. 
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construed sometimes also with the abl. may be seen not merely from the 
example last cited but also from : 
aft safe qtea: eva: gem: | ibid. 4. 36 
“Though thou art of all sinners the most sinful.” 

Then the above-mentioned equivalence of the instr. and abl. pl. ushers 
in finally the construction of the superlative with the instr., which we find 
in the passage in question. 

Formally the two constructions tava putrair mahattarah and tava putrair 
mahattamah are almost equivalent ; but there may be just a slight difference 
of meaning between the two locutions. While tava putrair mahatlarah 
(comp.) evidently means only “ greater than thy sons”, the other clause 
(teva putrair mahatiamah) may have been intended to convey some such sense 
as “ far, very much, greater than thy sons,” 

It may be finally observed that in dealing with the first two adhyayas 
of the Adiparvan (as in fact with the whole of the earlier portion of this 
Parvan) the critic should never forget that he has before him what HoPKINS 
has justly called the “pseudo-epic” : the poetasters responsible for the com- 
Pilation of these passages are capable of the worst blunders of every descrip- 
tion, 

* « . 


{179} 1.1. 209: mdhattvad bharavattvac ca. 


As WINTERNITZ rightly observes, here the MS. evidence is almost evenly 
balanced. Moreover, graphically there is so little difference between the rival 
readings that we cannot expect much help from the side of the MSS., though 
it may be pointed out that their evidence inclines, if at all, just a trifle to the 
side of the text reading. WINTERNITZ (Ind. Ant. 27. 93) admits that the 
lines (69*) caturbhyah etc. and tadé@ prabhrti etc. are “ quite superfluous.” 
When these lines are expunged from the text, as has been done by me, the 
line mahattve ca gurutve ca of 208e) stands adjacent to mahativad bhara® 
(of 209@), The idea of 208¢ is evidently reflected and repeated in 209. 
Just as mahativat corresponds to midhattve, so bhara® should correspond to 
gurutve. This clearly shows, as far as I can judge, that the doubtful word 
(bhara°), which should be a paraphrase of gumi#ve, must be bharavativat 
and not bhdratatvét. The latter seems to be an emendation made by some 
Tevisor who wanted to squeeze in somehow the significant word Bharata into 
the context ; and, it must truthfully be confessed, it is a very ingenious emen- 
dation indeed, But as to which is the orginal reading there cannot be much 
doubt. The importance that WINTERNITZ (like BUHLER, Ind. Stud. 2. 9 f., 
before him) attaches to the circumstance that the verse is quoted in (our edi- 
tion of) Kumirila’s Tantravartika with the reading b4ératetvét is wholly un- 
justifiable, and that for two reasons: firstly, because we have no critical 
edition of the Tantravarttika, and so we cannot be wholly sure of what the 
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MSS. actually read at that place; and secondly, because, even if Kuméarila 
should, in point of fact, have quoted the verse with bkarafatudt, it does not 
at all follow that this is ipso facto the original reading, notwithstanding that 
Kumirila’s work is far older than the extant Mahabharata MSS ; because 
Kumiarila may have cited the stanza from one or the other of the versions 
which contained (and still contain) that reading. Or again he may have 
known both variants and preferred, for reasons similar to those adduced by 
BUHLER and WINTERNITZ, the variant rejected by me. 

The situation is somewhat clearer and the facts better capable of demon- 
stration in the case of the other great mediaeval commentator Sarnkaracirya. 
In many cases when the readings of the Mahabharata verses and stanzas cited 
by him {180} differ from those of the Bombay and Calcutta editions, I was 
able to identify Sarhkaracirya’s readings in the Southem MSS, Being a 
Southemer, he had naturally studied and cited from the Southem recension 
of the Mahabharata. It is quite clear that he was not going to work through 
all available MSS. and establish the original reading of the numerous Maha- 
bharata stanzas cited by him in the course of his voluminous commentaries. 
Therefore his citations, although of far greater antiquity than the oldest of 
our extant Mahabharata MSS., do not necessarily give us in every case the 
“original” readings. Sarhkara’s testimony applies to and affects mainly the 
version, or the recension used or cited by him ; and that was probably the 
Southern recension in its Malayalam version. Even in the time of the Acdrya 
the Northern MSS. must have read differently in places, as they do now, 
because the divagation of the recensions must be assumed to be far older than 
the epoch of the great Vedantist. 

1 shall give only one example in order to clarify my meaning. 1. 1. 37 
of the critical edition reads yathartav rtuliigani, agreeing with other printed 
editions and with the majority of the MSS. of the Northern recension. Sarh- 
karacarya in his Bhasya on the Brahmasiitra (1. 3. 30; Anandaérama ed., 
p. 313) cites, however, the verse with the reading sathertusy stulingani> 
Now this reading is found only in Southem MSS. and in such of the Northem 
MSS, as can be shown to be contaminated from the Southern source, but not 
in any Kaémiri or Bangali MSS. collated so far. Here it would be clearly 
wrong to cite the Bhasya as an authority older than our MSS. to establish 
the text reading as yathartuso ztulingéni. The Bhasya citation affects directly 
the Southern version only, documenting that the divergent reading of our 
Southern MSS. is as old as (or rather older than) the time of Sarhkardcdrya ; 
and that is all. It does not take us beyond the Southern recension, much 
less beyond the two rival recensions to the archetype. 

When WINTERNITZ further observes that “from the etymologizer’s point 
of view” bhératatvat is a “better” etymology, since with the other reading 


2 Only one of the Bhasya MSS. has our text reading. 
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the ia of the Bharata remains unexplained, he is bringing into the discussion 
an element of finesse that is quite foreign to the view-point of {181} the 
Puranic writers, as will be evident from the following specimens of “ etymo- 
logische Spielerei” culled from the earlier adhy4yas of the Adiparvan : 

(B.) 1. 30. 7 = line 3 of 343* (Garuda) : 

Sa art amanhga wer Ree: 1 
1, 36. 3 (Jaratkaru) : 
wt arangd eet Breet 
1. 56, 31 (Mahabharata) : 
aart meme AETRAgeae | 
1, 69. 33 (Bharata) : 
ae TT TRATTRATS TaAEAT | 
aera area wea ara F ga: 

In view of these bizarre specimens, it would be extremely strange should 
a Puninic “ etymologizer” fight shy of sacrificing a a, if he, for the moment, 
could not think of anything better. 

* * . 

1. 2. 2: Susris@ yedi vo vipra bruvatas ca kathah subhah. 

1 admit that my reconstruction of the line is not wholly satisfactory. 
The reading preferred by WINTERNITZ may also not appeal to other scholars. 
as it does not wholly appeal to me. I therefore cite here the 15 different 
readings found in the 48 MSS. collated for this passage, of which one (D,). 
unluckily or luckily, omits the line altogether. The lines containing ca (to 
which WINTERNITZ takes exception in particular) have been underlined for 
the sake of ready identification. 


1 gare = fat gadt 3 ga ee K, 

2 getat fr gat tam grt Ks 

a. age aa at for gave eat gem) K, 

4. gat aa A fat queer wet: gat: 1K, (comupt) 

5. ape aR fist grew amr: gar) KV, Dn Dy. ou 
6. BAN aa fae marae OM: Gat: | B Da (Da, corrupt) Dy, 
7. age Ra fa gaemt er: BT: | Dr D, 

8 omg are fr aaa: devat gai Ds 

9. ager aa at sr qdea ea: get: | De 

10. gear eat ft queer wet: ge: 1 Ds. 2 

11. get aft A ar gaa ger sa TG 

12. gop a ta saat fee: wa Gar 

1. gama at fam gat A ser ga Ma. 
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14. gaat Ae mat 2X er: gr 1) Ma 
15. gym at a fast gama ee: gat: : Text (K, Dy, G, 1, My). 

{182} As for the doubtful ca, 1 may remark that, besides its normal 
luse as a conjunction meaning “ and”, ca is very frequently used in the Maha- 
bharata (and the Ramayana) as an expletive, a pure and simple verse-filler 
(pédapérana), without restriction of position, like Ai and vai. It may occa- 
sionally have served as a particle of emphasis, stressing the previous word 
like eva, The second use is somewhat doubtful ; but of the first, one can find 
scores of perfectly clear and certain instances in any portion of the epic, even 
in the printed editions. In the line in question, I consider, ca has 
been used in the first sense, as a mere verse-filler. Sporadically me, which 
improves this awkward line ever so slightly, appears to have been substituted 
for it, independently in both recensions. The first half of the line was so 
uncouth that it was recast in the vulgate. There are numerous instances of 
lines being recast in the vulgate, as a careful study of the critical apparatus 
will show. 

* * * 
1. 2. 29: yat tu Seunakasatre te Bharatékhyanavistaram | 
akhyasye tatra Paulomam akhyanem céditah param || 

This is again a most difficult case, and, as WINTERNITZ rightly remarks, 
“ full of almost hopeless editorial cruces”. The reconstruction would be, 
therefore, almost entirely a matter of speculation. WINTERNITZ has rightly 
surmised that I regard the Parvasathgraha as an accretion later than this 
stanza, which, in my opinion, belongs to a much earlier stratum of the text 
of the Mahabharata. That Saunckasatre in line 1 is a regular trap for the 
unwary, Misled by the printed editions, I had myself treated the words as 
separate at first, realizing only much later that in this adhyaya the Siita is 
addressing not Saunaka but the Rsis, among whom Saunaka is not 
yet present. Saunaka is not mentioned in the foregoing portion of the text 
except once, in connection with his twelve-year sacrifice in 1.1.1. In 
adhyaya 4, moreover, it is plainly stated that the Sita first approaches the 
Reis assembled in the Naimiga forest and asks them what he should narrate. 
The Reis request him to await the arrival of Saunaka. The latter, as soon 
he arrives, asks the Sita to relate the history of the Bhargavas (adhy. 5). 
If Saunaka was not among the audience in adhyaya 4, 1 do not see how he 
could have been there in adhydya 2. Moreover, in the latter adhyaya the in- 
terlocutors are throughout stated as being the Reis, while it is only from 
adhyaya 5 onwards that Saunaka appears in this [183} réle. It should, 
therefore, seem that the reading Sewnsaka satre is not easy to understand or 
explain by any means, Or does WINTERNITZ mean that it should be adopted 
as the lectio diffictior? 1t would be admissible, in my opinion, only on the 
supposition (which is not as improbable as it may at first sight appear) that 
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the compiler of adhyaya 2, when he wrote stanza 29, had overlooked the fact 
that Gaunaka was not then among the audience. 1 have preferred to give 
the “ poet,” the benefit of the doubt and assume that the remark is addressed 
to one of the Reis present. 


WINTERNITZ has misunderstood my reconstruction in some other parti- 
culars as well. yat, at the beginning of the stanza, is not a neuter pronoun 
but an adverb = yad@. The words @diteh param offer no difficulties at all 
for interpretation ; dditak does not mean “ from the beginning,” but “ at the 
beginning” (=ddau) ; param'= excellent.” dkhydsye must of course be 
supplied in the first line ; but that is not difficult aa it is the very first word 
of the second line. Therefore I translate : 


“But when, during Saunaka’s (sacrificial) session, 1 (shall narrate) to 
thee the very extensive Bharata Story, then shall I narrate, to begin with, the 
excellent Story of Pauloma.” 


Even a cursory examination of the variants given in the critical notes is 
sufficient to convince anybody that the stanza has been recast over and over 
again. With its history is bound up the history of the successive additions 
of the three episodes Astika, Pauloma and Pausya, which appear to have 
been appended successively to the main text in this order. The stanza in 
question to have been written at the time of or soon after the addition of 
the Pauloma, but before the addition of the Pausya. The purpose of the line 
was originally not—as WINTERNITZ imagines—to state all the episodes with 
which the Mah4bhdrata begins, but to aulventicate the latest interpolation 
then made, namely, the Pauloma, by making the Sita declare beforehand his 
intention of narrating that 4khyana at the beginning of the Mahabharata. 
The Astika must have formed at that time the recognized beginning of the 
epic (cf. Manvadi Bharatem kecid Astikadi tatha pare 1. 1. 50), and the 
Paugya had not yet been added. This is the state of things the constituted 
text envisages. 

A study of the critical apparatus of this adhyaya shows that the adhyaya 
is best preserved in the Southem recension; {184} in the MSS. group on 
which the vulgate is mainly based (namely, BD) numerous additional stanzas 
are found which are missing in S and Kp, ;. .; but even the three latter MSS. 
occasionally include some of such additional stanzas, which also nevertheless, 
since they are missing in S, may safely be regarded as interpolations. Of this 
character is interpolation 74*, which is found in almost the whole of N and 
which must have been made with a view to documenting the fact—or rather 
the fiction~-that the Mah4bh4rata as narrated by the Sfita to Saunaka was 
identical with that narrated by Vaigarhpayana to Janamejaya (cf. Nilakantha 
ad toc.). Ko, , agree with S on the reading of thie stanza except for the in- 
clusion of 74* in the one and the addition of the name of the Astika to the 
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other. The text is formed by collating S with the inferable version of K 
before the addition in the latter of 74*. The subsequent steps leading to- 
wards the reading of the vulgate consisted in the addition of the name of the 
Astika episode (which intervenes between the Pauloma and the beginning 
proper of the Mahabharata), of a statement of the identity of the Sita- 
version and the Vaisarhpdyana version, and finally of the name of the Pausya 
interlude, all these changes being made in our stanza with a view to setting 
the seal of authenticity on the three spurious additions. That adhyfya 3 
must be an interpolation follows from the fact that it is wholly unconnected 
with the previous adhyaya and only loosely connected with what follows. 
Noteworthy is also the fact that adhydyas 1 and 4 have the same beginning : 
Lomaharsanaputra Ugrasravah siitah paurayike Naimisaranye dvadasavar- 
sike satre! And in the text itself there is no explanation why after the Sita 
has finished his narration of the Pausya episode, it is necessary to reintroduce 
the Sita in the same words as approaching the same Rsis assembled at the 
same twelve-year sacrificial session of Saunaka in the Naimiga forest. There 
is clearly a new beginning made in one of the two dadhyayas. 

Since many of the intermediate links are missing in the MS. evidence, it 
is not possible to reconstruct the history of this portion of the text fully and 
satisfactorily ; but that it must be reconstructed on the lines sketched above, 
I have no doubt. Accordingly the successive stages in the development of 
the reading of the vulgate (which is the reading preferred by WINTERNITZ) 
J would arrange in a scheme like the following, in which the innovations have 
been printed in black type. [185} It will show among other things that the 
vistarom of the text and of the Southern recension is not “a remnant of vis- 
tarattham” of the vulgate ; on the contrary, in the latter the first line was fill- 
ed up with udiomam when the original visfera was used in the interpolated 
stanza. The view of WINTERNITZ that at least Asiikam must remain in the 
text is quite untenable ; because if the stanza had Asffkam there is no reason 
why it ehould not have Pausyam as well. On the other hand, if Pausyam is 
tot indispensable, then Asfikam could go with it as well. 


Stage 1 (Constituted Text) 
ag thereat & areememrfrere | 
oper am Tedtrareat ater: Te 1 
Northern recension. 
Stage 2 (K,) : by addition of 2 lines to the original. 


ag tive’ 3 area! 
weterren acer saraferetor efterat i 
whet fread © aut at abificery) 
ered oy rata ite FET 
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Stage 3 (Da D,,. 13) : by addition of aedte to stage 2. 
am dhesal g ! 
WARTET RAT deren i 
afed fread a aat fd mifereng | 
arent on Tetarredies saftr: <erery, |} 
Stage 4 (Dn Dr Diyas): by addition of djs to stage 3. 
ay deed 8 acremgerny | 
waaay seat carafe waa | 
eftra Rrerod a ant ata aiferary | 
det aa a deterred site: een It 


Stage 5 (B) : by addition of 1 line to stage 4. 


an thee? g ancrermgeay | 
SS 


Beet AEA TAT II 
{186} pesiey heen psa 
ed ono Hetmaredte ate: Sra II 
Southern recension. 
Stage 2 (S) : by addition of amgd}m to the original. 
ag ataeed & ancreqaftersy | 
aremet ay Tea FT ates TH Ut 


1, 2. 46: mygasvepnabhayari: tatah 

Here again WINTERNITZ prefers the reading of the vulgate (mrgasvap- 
nodbhavam). It is clearer but, | must say, 1 am very doubtful about its 
originality. The MS. support for this variant is only slightly stronger than 
that for the reading of the constituted text. It is worthy of note that B, 
which generally sides with the vulgate, has here a third and entirely different 
reading : mrgasvapno ‘bhavat tatak! How would WINTERNITZ account for 
that? 1 explain the compound of the constituted text as an irregular com- 
pound with inverted sequence, common in Prakrit (PIscHEet, Gramm. der 
Prakrit-Sprachen, § 603)| and not unknown to the Low Sanskrit of the epics. 
Hopkins, JAOS. 20 (1899), 223, has cited two instances from the Rama- 
yana : 7.22.36 drsiva dandodyatarh Yaman (for udyatadandam)“ like Yama 
with upraised staff’; and ibid. 7. 26. 2 tulyeparvatavercasi (for parvata- 
tulyavarcasi) “ glorious like the mountain (Kailésa).” I accordingly take 
the compound in question as equivalent to svapna (d7sfa) mrgabhayam 
“(Parvan) in which there is the fright of the deer (seen) in a dream” 
(cf. the compound Svepnavasavadettam). Yudhisthira, in any case, was 

a 
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not frightened : that is certain; but that the deer were, follows from (K.) 
3. 259. 8, which WINTERNITZ himself cites : 
arararen Perera rarer | 
SURE gEraral saa afetbe: 

The readings of the vulgate and the Bangali version seem to represent 
different attempts at emendation of the irregular compound which stood 
originally in the Northem recension and which was perhaps misunderstood, 
if it was not totally unintelligible. The wavy line below the pada was called 
for also by the variant reading of S, which has pérva or tatah) prayopa- 
vesanam, This refers to an entirely different section of {187} the narrative, 
the name being derived from the vow of fasting taken by Duryodhana. 

. . . 
1. 2. 89: tatha rajyardhasasonam. 

The variants are °Sdsanam, *lembhanam, °serjanam (vulgate), °miarga 
nam, °padanam, °dapanam! If rajyérdhasarjanam corresponds better to 
one portion of the contents of Adip. 207, °sésanam may be said to correspond 
“etter to a subsequent portion of the same adhyaya : °serjanam was followed 
by °Sdsanam. Intrinsically there is not much to choose between the two. 
The sub-parvan name is really something quite different : rajyalambha ot 
*labha, which has given rise to the reading of K, rajyérdhalambhanam. 
The reading preferred by WINTERNITZ is found only in the vulgate group 
supported by four Southem MSS. G, , M, 5, The text reading was adopted 
on the direct testimony of Ky, Dy G,_ ¢, but it has partial support of T, and 
of two K MSS. (K,, 5), one of which is the important India Office codex 
(K,). These MSS. (K,, ,) read as a matter of fact rajyanusdsanam, but 
the nu of these MSS. is obviously wrong (perhaps representing a mislection 
af the ligature rdha), being opposed by the remainder of the MS. material 
llated and conveying no satisfactory sense. There appears to be an agree- 
ment between independent versions on the reading °serjanam, but the con- 
cord, I believe, is only apparent, being due to the conflation of MSS. That 
G,, 5 are contaminated from some late Northern source, I think, I have esta- 
blished with tolerable certainty in the note on 1. 20. 1; the conclusion is cor- 
roborated by many less certain instances where these MSS. (along with G,, .) 
agree with Northern MSS. against other Southern MSS., and the agreement 
cannot be regarded as one derived from their connection through the arche- 
type: That further G, and M, are not reliable representatives of the 
Grantha and the Malayalam versions respectively, I have already pointed out 
in the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. v). There remains only one other MS. 
(M;), which represents a moderately pure (Malayalam) tradition and must 





1 For instance, cf. v. L 1. 5. 26 (220%); 13. 34 (255*) ; 20. 15. 
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have acquired its °serjanam, secondarily, through some complicated infiltra- 
tion of the reading of the vulgate. 
{188} In this instance, we have, moreover, a complex cross-agreement 
between the different versions. 
°S$asanam : Ko, 12 D, + Ty Gg 
*sarjanam : Vulgate (BD) + G, ; Mi. 3 
Graphically there is no connection between the conflicting readings. The 
reading of the vulgate is found in only one MS. of the K group (K,), an 
inferior conflated MS. It will thus be seen that the MS. evidence is utterly 
confused. That being so, I have adopted the reading °sésenam, giving pre- 
ference to the side on which the majority of K stand, according to a principle 
enunciated in the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. vit). 


* * * 


1, 2.96: In the Editorial Note appended to Fascicule 3, 1 have given 
my reasons for selecting 7984 as the figure representing the number of Slokas 
in the Adiparvan. That is the figure given by the India Office MS. (K,) 
and corroborated by the Sarada codex (S,). It may, therefore, be regarded 
as the extent of the Sarada version at any rate. I consider, as I have fre- 
quently stated, the Sarada (KaSmiri) version the best version now preserved, 
and my edition of the Adiparvan is based mainly (though not wholly) on 
this version. 

I fully agree with WINTERNITZ (op. cif. p. 61) that the Parvasarhgraha 
argument is necessarily of secondary importance and should not be pressed 
too far Be that as it may, it is extremely problematic whether we could 
make any use whatsoever of the Parvasarngraha enumeration in the case of 
the Adiparvan at least, because it will be difficult to compute the exact extent 
of this Parvan, and that for two reasons. Firstly, because this Parvan, as is 
well known, contains two lengthy prose adhyayas (3 and 90) ; and it is diffi- 
cult to say {189} now how the extent of the prose sections was computed by 
the compilers of the Parvasarngraha ; our section-numbers certainly can give 
no indication of the extent in ‘“‘Slokas.”? Secondly, this Parvan also contains 





1 The exaggerated importance UTGIKAR attached to the data of the Parvasarh- 
graha was, I believe, mainly due to his erroneous belief (induced probably by the 
misleading character of the text of the Kumbhakonam edition) that the Northern 
and Southern MSS. agreed completely with each other in all material particulars 
for this adhy3ya. The Kumbhakonam edition, which claims to be an edition 

“ mainly based on the South Indian texts”, presents a text of this adhyya which 
is almost identical with that of the Calcutta and Bombay editions, taking no notice 
of the Southern divergences, while in other sections of the epic it introduces numer- 
ous innovations which are based on the Southern tradition. 

2 The lengths of the prose sections must have been computed on the basis of 
32 aksorag to a loka, but such a computation in the case of long prose sections can 
be only approximate. 
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a@ large number of Tristubh-Jagati stanzas, which again introduce an element 
of uncertainty in the computation. Was each Tristubh-Jagati stanza counted 
as one “loka” or did the Bharatacintakas compute the exact equivalent of 
these long-metre stanzas in “Slokas”? No definite answer is possible as yet. 
The difference in the reckoning will be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent 
of the total. As a very rough estimate, the Adiparvan may contain some- 
thing like 500 long-metre stanzas. This factor alone would then introduce 
a difference of a little less than 250 “Slokas” in the total ! 

‘We must, moreover, not lose sight of the fact that the reading-of the 
number itself is never entirely free from doubt, since the MSS., as WINTER- 
NITZ remarks, differ sometimes quite essentially in the Parvasarngraha itself ; 
the figures differ not by units or tens, but by hundreds, and even thousands in 
extreme cases. There can be no doubt, as I have pointed out elsewhere, 
that the text of the Parvasarhgraha has been tampered with and designedly 
altered, in various ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated ver- 
sions of a later epoch? 

These are some of the difficulties in the way of making any practical 
use of the figures recorded in the Parvasarhgrahaparvan for fixing the text of 
the Mahabharata. The computations may have some value for a Parvan 
in which there is no prose at all, which is almost wholly in Anustubh metre, 
and for which finally the Parvasathgraha figure is tolerably certain. 

It is quite within the range of probability, as far as I can judge now, 
that the extent of the critical text of a patvan may {190} fall appreciably 
below or rise appreciably above the figure recorded in the second adhyaya, as 
is actually the case with about half the number of Parvans in the Calcutta, 
Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions when checked up with the figures given 
in their respective Parvasarhgrahas.* Moreover, unless it can be made prob- 
able that the compilation of this “ Table of Contents” is nearly synchronous 
with the final redaction of the Great Epic, this discrepancy will be without 
any cogency in questions relating to the constitution of the text. The value 
of a MS. or a version cannot be said to depend exclusively or even mainly 
upon its agreement with or discrepancy from the data of the Parvasarhgraha. 
Tt must, in the first analysis, be regarded as depending upon some intrinsic 
criteria, upon the place it occupies in a logical and convincing scheme formu- 





» Thus for the Virataparvan, the Northem figure is 2050, the Southern 3500; 
the difference therefore is 1450 élokas. 

2 Cf. the Editorial Note (2) appended to Fascicule 3 (p. iii). 

3 The actual number of Slokas falls below the Parvasarngraha figure in the 
following 10 Parvans: Adi, Udyoga, Bhigma, Sauptika, Santi, AnuSisana, Aéva- 
medhika, Aéramavasika, Mausala and Mahaprasthanike ; while it rises above the 
other figure in the following 8 Parvans: Sabha, Aranya, Virdta, Drona, Kama, 
Salya, Stri, and Svargérohana. 
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Jated to explain satisfactorily the evolution of the different extant versions 
and types of Mahabharata MSS. 

It should further be carefully borne in mind that even if there is an exact 
agreement as to extent between a constituted text and the Parvasarhgraha, 
this fact alone is no guarantee of the originality and the absolute correctness 
of the entire text, line for line ; because the same number of stanzas could be 
made up in innumerable different ways by accepting or rejecting, hesitatingly, 
stanzas of doubtful authenticity and uncertain documentation, of which there 
will always be a plentiful supply in every Parvan.* The difficulty will finally 
not be solved even if we happen to light upon a unique MS. which agrees 
with the Parvasarngraha exactly and we should adopt its text verbatim ; 
because there is every probability that while it satisfies the one criterion of 
extent given by the Parvasarhgraha, it may not satisfy, in every respect, other 
and more exacting critical tests when compared, line by line and word by 
word, with other extant MSS. 


* * * 


{191} 1.2. 105: peurénugamenam caiva dharmaputrasya dhimatah. 
WINTERNITZ is mistaken in thinking that the line is missing in the whole 
of K: it is missing in only twa MSS. of the group, albeit the best MSS. 
These MSS. (K,. ,) are, however, by no means infallible, as a careful study 
of the apparatus will show. Their evidence is, therefore, rebuttable and not 
conclusive. In this instance, not only does the line occur in the rest of N, 
but there is 2 corresponding line in S. I cannot think that the two lines :— 
Text. pauranugamanam caiva dharmaputrasya dhimatah 
S (except M,) : pauranukampa nirvedo dharmanajasya dhimatah 
could have arisen wholly independently of each other. Even though the pur- 
port of the lines is different, the construction is identical, which is a very 
important point in its favour. Either these lines are connected through the 
archetype, or else there is wholesale contamination betweerl S and N except 
K,, ,, The latter contingency being improbable in the extreme, we are led 
to conclude that there must have been a line of that description in the ori- 
ginal ; only its precise reading is doubtful ; the doubtful words have accord- 
ingly been indicated in the usual manner. 


* * oy 


The problem of the Mahabharata textual criticism, as I have pointed 
out already, is a problem sui generis. Here the principles of textual recon- 
struction, which must first be evolved from a study of the MS. material and 
the MS. tradition, can be considered as finally settled only after considerable 
discussion and exchange of ideas on the subject. I would, therefore, eamn- 
estly request Prof. WINTERNITZ to continue his searching and exhaustive 


3 See WINTERNITZ, ABI. 5. 25. 
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examination of the fascicules as they are issued and publish periodically the 
results of his scrutiny, a proceeding which cannot but throw much-needed 
light on at least some of the difficult problems the editors have to face, and 
thus advanos the cause of Mahabharata studies. 


U1, Dr. Ruben on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata * 


I am bound to form and express an opinion on the issues raised in the 
article “ Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahabharata” published in the 
current issue of the Acta Orientalia (vol. 8, pp. 240-256), in which the 
author, Dr. Walter RuBEN of the University of Bonn, has reviewed Fasci- 
cules 1-3 of my edition of the Adiparvan, criticizing at considerable length 
and in great detail the principles underlying the preparation of the edition 
and the constitution of the text. 

From his discursive remarks it is indeed hazardous to say what precise 
opinion RUBEN has formed of the critical edition. But it seems to me that 
his general verdict is anything but favourable. 

It is not my intention to scrutinize every statement of the writer and 
answer all his queries and criticisms ; nor is it incumbent on me to do 50; nor 
even necessary, as will appear from the sequel. I shall confine my remarks 
to a few points of outstanding importance in RUBEN’s paper which might mis- 
lead the casual reader, creating an erroneous impression regarding the value 
of the results achieved by the critical edition. 


* . * 


The Bogey of Classical Philology 


At the beginning of his paper (p. 241), the learned reviewer from Bonn 
formally recites the canon of the caturverga of the Classical Philologist, The 
Classical Philology, we are explained, distinguishes ; 1. Heuristics, ie. as- 
sembling and arranging the entire material consisting of MSS. and 4esti+ 
monia in the form of a genealogical tree ; 2. Recensto, ie. restoration of the 
text of the archetype ; 3. Emendatio, i.e, restoration of the text of the author ; 
4. “Higher Criticism,” ie. separation of the sources utilized by the author. 

{260} Tested on this touchstone of the classicist, the critical edition 
of the Mahabharata is found wanting in no less than three items, namely, 
Nos. 1,3 and 4, The third and the fourth items of the programme, R. points 
out, have been left wholly untouched ; even the first has by a long way not 
been done full justice to by the hapless editor!" But as one reads on, one 
finds that the dereliction is after all not as serious as one might be led to 


“ [ABORT 11, 259-283). 

1 R. has inadvertently omitted the mention of the 23 Devanagari MSS. in 
the description of my critical apparatus ; cf. op, cit. p. 241, lines 3-6 from the hot- 
tom. 
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suppose at first, For, as regards No. 1 (Heuristics), R. himself admits that 
it is not yet possible to concentrate the entire material, and that in all likeli- 
hood it will be for ever impossible to prepare a genealogical tree of the 
Mahdbhdrata MSS.—As for No. 3 (Emendatio), I must plead guilty to 
having perpetrated so far, perhaps somewhat unnecessarily, minor emenda- 
tions in 13 instances* in about 3800 stanzas ; that is, on an average 1 emen- 
dation in a little under 300 stanzas. R. has not taken any notice of my con- 
jectural corrections ; I take it that he approves of them, I feel greatly flat- 
tered, I must confess, by R.’s (implied) suggestion that 1 should have gone 
itn more systematically and vigorously for emendation. Most scholars wilt, 
I fancy, be sincerely grateful that 1 have been so moderate and that I have 
declared it as my policy to give preference to interpretation over emenda- 
tion.*——In speaking at all of “ Higher Criticism” (No. 4 on the programme) 
in this connection, R. seems to show a lamentable lack of tnderstanding of 
the objective of the edition, having mistaken evidently the beginning for the 
end of the critical work on the Mahabharata. Higher Criticism can begin 
only after Lower Criticism has done its work, and not until then. And our 
critical edition is just laying the foundation of the Lower Criticism of the 
Great Epic. But I imagine, R. does not want to say anything special at all, 
when he mentions his “ Hébere Kritik”. In the 1833 dlokas of the consti- 
tuted text (=2161 of the Bombay edition and 2208 of the Calcutta edition) 
so closely investigated by R. in the preparation of his erudite paper, he does 
not mention even a single passage where the “ Héhere Kritik” could have 
{261} earnestly and usefully “ functioned”. The item is probably introduced 
here merely pro forma, as the fourth and last stage of the ariya-magga. 
But R. might have mercifully spared us this learned prooemium on the 
aims and methods of the Classical Philology and their application to the 
problem of the Mahabharata textual criticism, The same thing has been 
said by others before R., more simply but with ample cleamess and emphasis. 
In the paper? he read at the XVIIth International Congress of Orientalists 
(Oxford 1928), WINTERNITZ remarked : “ The general principles followed in 
ctitical editions of classical texts, Greek or Latin or Sanskrit, can be applied 
to a critical edition of the Mahabharata only with great limitations and 
modifications. It is simply impossible to trace a genealogical tree of all the 
MSS, of the Adiparvan, and only in some cases are we able to state how 
MSS. are related to one another. On the whole, we have to be satisfied with 
a classification of the MSS. according to script, and the provinces to which 
they belong. And we have more often to refer to classes of MSS., than to 


1 In the first 86 adhyayas, the following stanzas contain conjectural readings : 
1. 14, 15; 30. 7; 37. 10; 41. 5; 45. 15; 48. 9; 51. 8; 57. 20; 68. 25; 71. 36; 84. 
3, 13; 86. 5. 

2 Cf. Foreword to Fasc. 1, p. vi, column 2. 

4 Indo, Prag. vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-68, 
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individual MSS." 1 had myself pointed out in the Foreword (p. ii) to 
Fascicule 1 that “it is impossible to apply to the Mahabharata the special 
canons of textual criticism which are derived from a study of classical (Greek 
and Latin) texts and which depend ultimately upon there being a more or 
less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back 
to a single authentic (written) archetype ”. 

And how would it be possible to apply to the Mahabharata the canons 
of the Classical Philology in toto? Where has the Classical Philology, 1 
should like to know, the necessary experience of dealing with a text with 
about a dozen recensions whose extreme types differ in extent by something 
like 13,000 stanzas (or 26,000 lines) ; a work which for centuries has been 
growing not only upwards and downwards but also laterally, like the Nyag- 
rodha tree, growing on all sides ; a codex which has been written in seven 
or eight different scripts, assiduously and lovingly copied through a long 
vista of centuries by a legion of devout—and perhaps mostly ignorant 
[262] and inefficient*—copyists speaking different tongues ; a traditional book 
of inspiration which, in various shapes and sizes, has been the cherished 
heritage of one people continuously for several millennia and which to the 
present day is interwoven with the thoughts and beliefs and moral ideas of a 
nation numbering over two hundred million? No, the Classical Philology 
has no experience in dealing with a text of this description. 2 work of such 
colossal dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intricate 
history behind it. That is why 1 have elsewhere also said that the problem 
of the Mahabharata textual criticism is a problem sui generis.* The method 
of the Mahabharata textual criticism must be evolved from a special study 
of the Mahabharata manuscripts and of the Mah4bharata manuscript tradi- 
tion. Its results and achievements can be judged only by a standard of its 
own, 

Rusen’s Exaggerations and Generalizations 


In his endeavour to maintain consistently an attitude of dogmatic doubt, 
R. has been unconsciously led to make wild cxaggerations and rash generali- 
zations, which such a meticulous end captious critic as R. should have taken 
pains to avoid. 

Thus in one place (p. 242), R. observes that the Garada MS,, as a mat- 
ter of fact, does not differ at all from other MSS.! As a matter of fact, 
this statement of R. is demonstrably false. If a difference of something like 
1000 stanzas (which is probably the difference between the Sarada and the 


1 See op, cit. p. 61. 

* The critical note on 1, 85. 20 mentions an instance whether the scribe (of 
K,) has first copied the reverse of the folio of his exemplar and then the ob- 
verse ! 

3 See my “Epic Studies 1” (JBBRAS, vol. 4), p. 157. 
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Grantha versions of the Adiparvan), not to speak of innumerable minor var- 
iants, ia no difference, I should like to know what, in the opinion of R., 
would constitute a difference. Did R. expect that the Kaémiri Mahabharata 
would be a poem of 8800 élokas in Old Prakrit in which Krona was still a 
tribal hero? 

On p. 253, R. remarks that every contextual criterion is problematic.’ This 
is a rash generalization. In the Editorial Note (3) appended to Fascicule 
4, I have now pointed out (p. ii f.) three passages for which there is the 
strongest in- [263} -trinsic probability, amounting to certainty, that they are 
interpolations in the recension in which they are found. All three are instan- 
ces in which according to the Northern recension the parties to be married were 
united only by a shadowy and clandestine form of marriage known as the 
G&ndharva-vivaha, which is no marriage at all, while according to the Sou- 
thern recension (respectively, in one case, the Grantha version only) the 
same parties were married, so to say, in church, in due form, with great pomp 
and ceremony. I maintain that at least in these three instances the crite- 
Tion of the intrinsic probability is not at all problematic. I challenge R. to 
prove the contrary. 

1 shall mention only one other interesting instance of intrinsic proba- 
bility. In the Paulomaparvan, Ruru, while praying for the life of his wife 
who has just died from the bite of a venomous serpent, says (1. 9. 4-5) : 

“If I have (practised) charity, (if I have) practised penance, if I have 
duly served (my) Gurus, then on account of that (merit of these virtuous 
acts) let my beloved be restored to life! As from (the moment of) my birth 
I have restrained myself and maintained my vows, so let the beautiful Pra- 
madvara even now arise!” 

The fulfilment of Ruru’s fervent utterance is thought to be due merely 
to the efficacy of his pious acts in the past : they by themselves operate as 
a charm or spell to restore to life the dead Pramadvara. This is a form of 
an “ impersonal" prayer belonging to a comparatively older stratum of reli- 
gious life and thought, which would never occur to an ordinary interpolator. 
At this place, G, 2, 4, 5 have some additional lines including the following 
prayer (233*). 

“Tf my faith in Kygpa, Vignu, HyrsikeSa, the Lord of the Worlds, the 
Foe of the Asuras, unshakable, then let this beloved of mine be restored to 
life!” 

This belongs to a later stratum, the period of the Bhakti cult, This is 
just the thing that would be interpolated by a devout Vaignava, to whom the 
former prayer would be meaningless and unintelligible. 

1 maintain that here also the intrinsic probability as to what is original 


Cf. aleo RUBEN, op. cit. p. 244, 
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and what is interpolation is so strong as to be conchusive in favour of the text 
and against G1, 2.4.5 No {264] one with a modicum of the historical sense 
can doubt it. Can R. adduce even a shadow of a reason to show that the 
intrinsic evidence in this instance is in any degree problematic? Scores of 
illustrations of this character may be produced where the contextual evidence 
is not problematic at all, but quite definite and conclusive2 


R. (p. 254) has magnanimously set the seal of his approval on “ Dic 
Sage von Rsyasrhga” by Professor LUpers,® citing it approvingly as a piece 
of investigation that belongs to the coveted domain of emendatio. It is un- 
questionably that. Had R. now thought over the question a little more 
deeply than he appears to have done, he would have easily perceived that 
the whole thesis of “ Die Sage von Rsyaériga” rests on the exploitation of in- 
trinsic probability. There was, in fact, nothing else except the vulgate text 
before Prof. Lipzrs when he framed his brilliant hypothesis about the diffe: 
rent strata and the cross-currents in the Mahabharata version of that legend. 
Hf now every contextual criterion is so very problematic, then what is the va- 
lue, may I ask, of Prof. LUDERS’s monograph, which R. professes to admire so 
fervently? R. has been contradicting himself in one and the same para- 
graph (p. 253 f.). 

Theoretically considered also, R.'s proposition is untenable. When a text 
has been tampered with on a@ large scale, however careful and however ac- 
complished the interpolator may be, it is inconceivable that all the frills, 
patches and paddings added by the interpolator should remain for all time 
incapable of detection. It is inevitable that the interpolator should bungle 
something somewhere, produce a misfit, leave raw edges which do not meet. 
Therefore R.’s dictum (p. 253) “ebenso problematisch ist schliesslich je- 
des* inhaltliche Kriterium” is, in the form in which he has put it, funda- 
mentally wrong and is to be unhesitatingly rejected. 

Here is another instance of R.’s misstatements. On p. 242 he observes 
that among the fifty MSS. collated for the Adiparvan [265} there are not 
even two that may be directly connected with each other. This is of course 
a: wild exaggeration. The two Arjunamisra MSS, show inter se no more 
difference than any two (carelessly made) copies of an original would show ; 
as a matter of fact—but this could not have been known to R.—they agree 
almost page for page. If they were not copied from the same original, their 
Tespective exemplars could not have differed from each other very consider- 


1 For instance, it is on grounds of intrinsic probability that Prof. Lipms 
(DLZ. Heft 24, Sp. 1142 £.) decides for and defends the reading omytam of the 
constituted text (1. 1. 201). Here the documentary evidence is inconclusive, but 
Prof. LUpERs iv on that account in no doubt as to which the true reading is, 

2 Nachr. d. Ges, d. Wiss. 2. Gottingen, 1897, pp. 878, 

Italics mine. 
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ably. The same is the case with the three Nilakantha MSS. The MSS. of 
the text as fixed by commentators (like Arjunamigra and Nilakantha) are, 
in general, as like as two peas. The number of such replicas can be increased 
almost indefinitely. I have intentionally restricted their number to the mini- 
mum necessary for fixing the text of the respective versions, always giving 
preference to a divergent type. But even apart from such texts with com- 
mentaries, there is considerable similarity and kinship to be noticed among 
the different MSS. In the Editorial Note (2) appended to Fascicule 3 
(p. ii), I have demonstrated the kinship between S, and K,. I pointed out 
there that “the India Office codex must be a transcript not merely of a 
S4rad4 codex, but, as a careful comparison with $, would show, of an ex- 
emplar very closely allied to our SArad4 codex”. This conclusion is supported 
by numerous other agreements throughout the Adiparvan. That the three 
new Malayalam MSS. M,. ;, 5 again go back to the same original follows 
not merely from the numerous readings these MSS. have in common, but 
conspicuously from one particular mistake where they repeat inconsequen- 
tially, at the same point, a fragment of a stanza (1. 85. 25): pijayantiha loke 
ndsadhavah, Further the four Grantha MSS, G,, ». 4. 5, (which will come 
up for detailed discussion below) must go back to a not very distant com- 
mon original. This group has not only numerous readings in common, but 
it contains quite a considerable number of interpolations peculiar to itself. 
Their close affinity is, however, placed beyond the pale of reasonable doubt 
by the fact that they all contain a stanza (294*) interpolated at a place where 
it is, as will presently be shown, so thoroughly irrelevant that with it the pas- 
sage does not construe even ! 


It will thus be seen that these generalizations of R. are absolutely un 
warranted. They appear to have been introduced {266} by R. merely for 
the satisfaction of having made some pointed and effective little statement. 


The Four Types of Variants. 

After pointing out that no pedigree of the Mahabharata MSS. is pos- 
sible, R. proceeds (p. 243) to consider the different types of characteristic 
combinations among the variants, whose consideration must take the place 
of the formation of the usual genealogical tree. He distinguishes four diffe- 
rent types of constellations. They are as follows: 1. Complete Agrec- 
ment, where the two recensions N and S register one concordant reading ; 
2. No Agreement, where N and S stand opposite to each other with two 
divergent readings ; 3. Cross-Agreement, where a part of N agrees with a 
part of S against the rest of N, which latter agrees with the rest of S; 4. 
Pastial Agreement, where a part of N stands against S and the rest of N (or 
vice versa). ‘ 


See infra p. 273. 
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Diagrammatically the four types of constellations may be represented 
thus, 


Type No, 1: Complete Agreement : N=sS 
Type No. 2: No Agreement : N #8 
Type No. 3: Cross-Agreement : Nie Ne 


SS 

Type No. 4: Partial Agreement : 7 N 

| 3, Ns, 

Type No. 1 (Ni=S). In this case I have assumed that the concordant 
reading of N and S must be postulated as having already belonged to the 
archetype. To my proposition R. adds the rider that there is a possibility 
that even such a concordant reading (or feature) might have been an inno- 
vation made in ond recension and then borrowed in toto by the other recen- 
sion. He cites (p. 244) Ramayana, Ayodhya 6 (Bombay ed.), which (ac- 
cording to R.) is an interpolation in one recension, which had been borrowed 
en bloc by the other (independent) recension. R.’s proposition would be a 
contradiction in terms ; only he takes care not to put forward the proposition 
in this form. 

If the two recensions N and S of the Mahabharata should have an in- 
terpolation in common, they would not be (truly) independent. But these 
Tecensions must be assumed! to be independent, and R. would not be able to 
prove any “ second-{267]Jary intertelationship” between N as a whole and 
S as a whole, at least for the Adiparvan. Should there be found a passage 
which stands in such an apparent disagreement with the context that it may 
(a priori) be regarded as an interpolation, it would be no more difficult— 
in fact it would be, in my opinion, far easier and much more natural—to as- 
sume that the contradiction was already present in the “ archetype,” before 
the bifurcation of the recensions than to premise that one independent re- 
cension had borrowed it from another independent recension. 

For example, adhydyas 1 and 4 of the Adiparvan begin with the iden- 
tical sentence, depicting the identical situation, that the Sita approaches the 
Rsis assembled in the Naimisa forest at the twelve-year sacrificial session of 
Saunaka. This implies that a new beginning is made at adhydya 4, totally 
ignoring whatever has gone before it in the text as it now stands. Both pas 
sages occur with minimal variations in both recensions. It is evident that 
this double beginning (adhy. 1 and 4), as we find it in our version of the 
Mahabharata, was not conceived and depicted by one and the same poet. 
But it does not at all follow therefore that the interpolation was first made 
in one recension of our text and was subsequently borrowed by the other 
from this recension. There are various possibilities? Perhaps both versions 


1 Cf, HoLrzMann, Das Mohabharate, 2. 12. 
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of the beginning jay before the diaskeuasts of the last redaction of the Ma- 
habharata : one giving the very useful table of contents, the other containing 
some interesting old tales of gods, Rsis and serpents. They were not consistent 
in juxtaposition, but each was too good to lose. The redactors put both in, 
making but a poor compromise. This is one possibility. The other possi- 
bility is that one of these sections was composed and tacked on to an existing 
version of the beginning by the diaskeuasts of the last redaction themselves, 
using the same opening device. That would only show—as R. himself con- 
cedes in another connection (p. 254)—that though we might regard the ori- 
ginal epic as a more or less homogeneous [268] work, the archetype of our 
MSS. already contained some inconsistencies and contradictions. 

Type No. 2 (NS). I agree with R. that when there is a conflict between 
N and § and they stand opposite to each other with two divergent readings, 
no definite decision is, in general, possible as to which is the original ; the 
versions should @ priori be placed on an equal footing and treated with im- 
partiality.2 Accordingly, in such cases, I have adopted as stop-gap the 
reading of N, placing a wavy line below it, to show that the reading is uncer- 
tain. R. mentions an exception to this procedure of mine, but 
the exception is only apparent. R. has failed to understand my motives in 
departing from my usual practice in the solitary instance of the benedic- 
tory stanza with which the epic begins (Ndrayanam nameaskrtya etc.), 1 
have printed it above the line not because it is found in K oa or in K or even 
in N, but simply as a maigala. I am aware that the stanza is missing in S. 
There is, therefore, every probability that it did not belong to the arche+ 
type. I am also fully aware that the stanza is a characteristic mark of the 
works of the Bhagavata sect and not peculiar to the Mahabharata.: There is, 
however, the fact that all our MSS. of the Adiparvan begin with some bene- 
dictory stanza. These stanzas have probably usurped now the place of some 
simpler mahgala with which the epic once began, No orthodox Hindu work 
can begin without a mangala ; and this edition of the Mahabharata, critical 
though it be, is and remains a Hindu work, which could not dispense with 


' For instance, the story of the birth of Bhigma contains a patent contradic- 
tion. The reason why the Vasus were cursed by Vasistha as given in adhy. 91 
(iss 96 of the Bombay text) is quite different from and inconsistent with that 
given in adhy. 93 (=99 of the Bombay text). Both versions occur, in substan- 
tially identical form, in both recensions— Cf. also the passage regarding the eight 
forms of marriage (1. 67, 812) in the Sakuntali episode. The passage is madc 
up of two different and mutually inconsistent systems of rules, taken from two 
different sources, 1led and 12b have been borrowed from a context which men- 
tions only five forms of marriages; cf. (K.) 13. 79. 9 and DAHLMANN, Das Ma- 
Aébharata pp, 203 ff. The same passage, with some variation, but with the same 
inconsistency, occurs in Manu (3. 21-26). 

2 See my “Epic Studies 1” (JBBRAS Vol. 4), p. 163. 

3 BUHLER, Indian Studies, 2. 4 (footnote 2). 
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a Mangala. My recognition of the unoriginal character of the stanza is, 
however clearly implied by the fact that I have omitted to give the [269] 
stanza a number, differing in this respect conspicuously from the earlier edi- 
tions, which treat it as the first stanza of the epic and an integral part of the 
text, 

The Position of Gs2.1.. 

One of the most perplexing forms of variation in the Mahabharata text is 
Type No. 4, namely, Partial Agreement. The critical apparatus is a verit- 
able labyrinth of complicated and intermingled versions, each with a long 
and intricate history of its own behind it. We have unfortunately no single 
thread to guide us out of the maze, but rather a multitude of strands inter- 
twined and entangled and leading along divergent paths. How difficult it 
is to find one’s way in this maze may be realized from the fact that so pains- 
taking and able a critic as R., despite his close and conscientious study of 
the critical apparatus, could totally lose his bearings the moment the network 
gets a little more complicated than usual. 

The really perplexing part of the whole tangle is that while the agree- 
ments of $, K, with S are mostly authentic and fundamental, those of 
Gy, 2. «. 5 With N are mostly secondary and spurious. Let us first consider 
the position of the group G, 2, «. x, which appears to have caused R. most 
trouble, 1 shall state the case as it has been put forward by R. himself 
(p. 249 f.). 

Supamadhy&ya 19 contains a conversation of Garuda with his father 
Kasyapa. Garuda introduces himself as potetdrh verisjha and makes some 
polite inquiries regarding his father (kaccid vas tata kuSaletn grhesu) and his 
mother (kaccit...mété na Socati). The father replies that they are doing 
well at home (vedaham etat kusalem grhesu) and then pronounces a blessing 
on Garuda (...tv@ raksatu...7co yajiimsi ; then svastyayonam), This con- 
versation assumes in the Mahabharata (1. 25. 7-25) the following form. 
Garuda asks his father for some new and substantial food and the father re- 
commends the mammoth elephant and tortoise (as in Supama 13. 1 f. Ga- 
ruda’s mother does) and proceeds to relate their history. In this scene 
the contents of the Supam. are to be found in the “ interpolated” verses 
(here adapted to the new contents). In the beginning (324*: K,,. N V, 
B DT,), the father asks Garuda if he is doing well “in respect of food’! 
(kaccid vak kusalarn {270} nifyen bhojane) ; the three lines of this N in- 
terpolation (says R.) correspond to the equally long S interpolation (326": 


1 ‘This is R.’s rendering (“fragt nach seinem Wohlergehen ‘in Bezug auf das 
Essen’); but he has evidently misunderstood the line, which may be translated 
thus: “Have you (all) been doing well? (have you had) always plenty of 
food?” 
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G,, ». « 5), in which Garuda introduces himself as patatam srestha. In 
both these N and S groups there follows a common interpolation (327*) in 
which Garuda says that his mother is well (maté me kusald), etc. At the 
end of the scene follows in these MSS. (Nf V, BD T, G2. ..:; in K.. , 
only partly) the blessings of the father (335* ....svastyayenam...tco ya- 
itsnsi). 

Garuda has stolen the Amrta; Indra hurls at him his Vajra; Garuda 
shows his strength and drops just one feather (Mbh. 1. 29. 19 = Suparn. 
27. 6). Mbh. 1. 29. 23 is similar to Supam. 28. 2 (Indra then tries to 
make friends with Garuda); Suparp, 28. 3 is similar to Mbh. 1. 30, 4 ff. 
(Ganda boasts about his great strength). In Supam. 28. 1 it js narrated 
that out of Garuda’s feather, which had split in three parts (chinnam tridha 
tat kuli§ena patram), there sprang the peacock, the “ two-mouthed serpent- 
lords” and the mongoose. The last three pddas of this stanza are interpo- 
lated at this place in Ky , (358*); the first finds an echo in 361*, an inter- 
polation of T, G,.,.. (itidhd kytv@ tada vajram). K,, has then further 
actually cited verbatim Supam. 28. 3 in 365°. 

R. admits that in the second scene Ko unquestionably cite Suparn. 
Further 361", acoording to R again, is to be judged similarly. That is an 
interpolation in the S MSS., the same stanza of the Supam. (28. 1) having 
hovered before the eyes of the interpolators as in the case of those who in- 
terpolated 358* in Ky, After pointing out all this R. aska: “Should one 
now regard the first ecene also as an interpolation made independently in N 
and S? Consider that G, » ,, 5 agree quite frequently in this episode with 
N (1, 20. 15; 301% ; 329%; 343*), that they alone have a remarkably large 
number of interpolations, and that 340* is found only G,, , ,, , M and cor- 
responds to Supam. 13. 4.,..Has the G group then {272} interpolated the 
passage under the influence of the Suparn. and in its turn influenced the N 
groups ? Su[KTHANKAR] gives in 1. 20. 1 the diametrically opposite answer 
with an assurance which is out of place in such difficult passages. It cannot 
even be strictly proved that these “ interpolations"? in the first scene, which 
are common to N and S, are not an old remnant of the archetype.” 

There are in the Adiparvan far more complicated passages than this : 
this is one of the simpler complications. 1 shudder at the thought of what 








1 It is by no means certain that (as R. says, p. 249) the stanzas which are 
common to the Mbh. and the Suparp. have been borrowed by the Suparp. from the 
Mbh. 1 believe, on the contrary, that the Supam, has to be looked upon here as 
the source from which the stanza in question have been taken over by the epic, 
Four of the stanzas are nearly identical in the two works, because they occur as élo- 
kas in the Suparn, and could be utilized by the redactors of the epic version with- 
out change of metre and with some triffing change of language. 

2 R. means the passages which have been regarded as interpolations by me 
and excluded from the text, 
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R. would have done if he had to handle one of the really difficult cases of 
conflation.» In the present case, it can, as it happens, be strictly proved 
that the doubtful passages of the first scene, which are common to certain N 
groups and S groups, are interpolations and no rest of the archetype. Also 
T may repeat here most. emphatically what I have said in the note on 1. 20. 1 
that the irrelevant insertion of 294* in G, ». ,. ; is irrefutable evidence of the 
contamination of these four Grantha MSS. from late Northern sources, 

We shall consider the second point first. I imagine, R. has misunder- 
stood or overlooked the little word “‘irrelevantly"’ in my note on 1. 20. 1. 
Otherwise he would have tried to visualize the passage, by reconstructing it 
carefully from the critical notes, and then he would have surely come to the 
same conclusion as 1. All that is necessary in order to prove that 204* is 
an interpolation in the Grantha group is to cite the passage in extenso. Here 
is a transcript of the passage as it is found in G,, the better preserved of 
the two Grantha MSS. belonging to the Bombay Government collection, col- 
lated for the Adiparvan, 

App. I, No. 137: 5 oe 


armeg alter: sat aaah aga: 1 
{272} fear fqReareat wise | 
seat dedqearcenresre ae | 
eri ges ahteaearrey HEA: | 
wane aes & sex Soraver ws feat: 1 5] 
gaftareat & g aed 3 ahha aa 
294": aeeayette: afer derafes: 1 
SSRTET: STH: THTET FATE: 1 
1. 20. 1: @ eqeafiieer egffacat ae 1 
saragemanst a Arter stem) [10] 
2: fat a aErpergeeqaiary | 
frat feomagat eget sata | 
Even a cursory reading of the passage will show that lines 7-8 of this 
passage (which constitute 294*) are thoroughly irrelevant here. The lines 
comprise merely a etring of attributes of Garuda. There is no finite verb in 
y That would happen when the interpolation may have filled out a factitive 
lacuna or what looks like a lacuna in the archetype. Cf, the case discussed by 
BELLONI-FiLirri in his paper in the next footnote. 

4 In the stimulating article entitled “L'episodio di Kadri e d Vinat& nell’ 
edizione critica del Mahabharata” (Traduzioni di epica indiana I1) published in 
the Ascoli Memorial volume Sillege Linguistica (Torino 1930), F. BELLONI-FILIFPI 
justifies the excision of passage No. 13 of App. I (Bombay text 1. 22. 1-3), showing 
that the lacuna is only apparent and the textus simplicior is quite in order. 
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the sentence and there is no reference to Garuda in the foregoing ot follow- 
ing lines. The only rational explanation of this state of things is that the 
lines were interpolated in an ancestor of G,. 2 «. 5 by a clumsy copyist, who 
had missed the right place by four stanzas. Such mistakes occur frequently 
in Indian MSS, because the additional lines were, as a rule, first written in 
the narrow margin of the MS. and a small mark was made to indicate the 
point of insertion. Should the mark get obliterated, the lines would be in- 
serted by the next copyist wherever he considered they belonged or fitted 
best. If those lines (294*) belonged to the archetype of our MSS. we 
should have to assume that they were accidentally mis-placed in a sub-group 
of the Grantha version, omitted (for an unknown reason) in another group 
of MSS. K,, D, T,, M and are found in their correct place only in 
Koo. N V, B D (except D,). Is this plausible? 1 can hardly think that R. 
would say so. I am inclined to believe that R. had failed to realize how the 
passage actually read in this particular sub-group of the Grantha version. 
Taking all things into consideration, it is difficult to escape from the con- 
clusion that an ancestor of the Grantha sub-group had been compared with 
some MS. or MSS. of the Northern recension which contained the spurious 
passage 294*, This is the first important fact to remember with regard to 
this interesting sub-group of the Grantha version, It is quite in harmony 
with [273] the other fact that this group contains 25 interpolated passages 
in 52 adhyayas (24-75) or about 2000 stanzas, which have not been found 
so far anywhere else. They are : 320°, 322*, 326%, 330", 337*, 345", 351* 
(third line !), 357°, 363°, 364", 368%, 371", 373°, 382°, 386, 387", 388", 
406*, 519", 584*, 636", 705", 706", 741°, 755*. This group moreover con- 
tains in the same section the following 10 passages which it shares only with 
two or three other MSS. (in some written only on the margin) : 312*, 348*, 
453", 399", 404*, 421*, 423°, 442°, 469* (phalasruti!), 831°. How these 
passages originate is somewhat of a mystery. But as no one would be so 
inane as to maintain that these are rests of the archetype preserved only in 
a sub-group of the Grantha version and lost without a trace elsewhere, not 
only in the remaining MSS. of the Grantha version but in all other versions 
of both recensions as well, we are inevitably led to the conclusion that this 
sub-group of the Grantha version must present a text exceptionally heavily 
padded with indiscriminate additions. This noteworthy fact renders its ag- 
reements with N immediately suspect. And a priori also it is more likely 
that, when there is agreement between a sub-group of one version and some 
entirely different version or versions, the sub-group is the borrower. It may 
further be pointed out that 294* is by a long way not the only passage which 
this sub-group of the Grantha version shares with the vulgate text, against 
the rest of the Grantha version together with the Sarad4-Kaémiri and the 
Malayalam versions. Here is a list of these passages (in adhyayas 20-43), 
which must all be assumed to be interpolated in the sub-group in question 
16a 
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under the influence of some MS. or MSS. on which the text of the vulgate 
ig based, that is, of some late Northern sources.: 294", 301*, 307*, 327*, 
329", 335%, 341", 343", 355", 385*, 392%, 393", 396", 402*, 411*, 419*, 
etc, 

After this preamble we may proceed to consider the case of the Su- 
parn. passage. Here the indebtedness of G, » ., 5 to the Northern recen- 
sion is equally clear and would have been manifest to R., had he but attempt- 
ed to visualize the whole passage as it stands in the sub-group instead of 
contenting himself with merely counting the number of lines. R.’s initial 
mistake lies in thinking that 324* and 326* are equivalent passages, whereas 
the passages, although of the same length and inserted at the same point, 
are utterly different in contents and have an entirely different significance. 
The passage 324* {274} contains a kuSala-question and an inquiry as to whe- 
ther Garuda gets enough to eat ; 326*, on the other hand, contains a question 
as to where Garuda is going in such hurry! Remembering this and reading 
the various passages together, the relationship between the MSS. will be 
clear. It is again a case of irrelevant insertion in the conflated group. The 
passage in question reads in the different MS. groups as under. 


Kosa NV, BD T; Gist 
(Tab and 324*) ( 7ab and 326* ) 
adtstera Rat geareneratieag: | adisveaee ftat erent dessa | 
merarrirenent & art HELA: | aarX qoat Ist ae meTeat PT | 
ae 3a | ges fin qearaade: RaTeary | 
fag: gud Fred ea gs ge! ( aR aaa 1) 
eine aIgt A cant fat ag | wm meee Batt ara et aA | 
K. 348 ViBDT,G. 45 
(827*) 
Tee Tat 
arent BNET TACT TTT TAT TEAL 
a & 3% gad oa ate age aT 


Placed in this way, the reader will see at a glance that while 327* is a 
Proper rejoinder to the query in 324," it is totally irrelevant after 326%; be- 
cause in G, , 5, in reply to KaSyapa’s question where Garuda is going, Ga- 
ruda says “ My mother is well, so is my brother, and so am I” etc. This 
clearly shows that in G, ,, ,, 327* is a secondary interpolation. Then the 
question arises whether 326* could be a rest of the archetype. The probabi- 
tity of this being so is reduced to nil not merely by the fact that the passage 
is found only in the highty inflated group G,. 2 ,. 5, but also from the note- 
worthy circumstances (which I fear has escaped the vigilant R.) that in 
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Gy. 2. « 5, 7@b has been altered from prste$ calthyétavan piluk to Kasyapam 
diptatejasam in order to accommodate the additional lines. In any case 
these interpolations are not common to N and §, as erroneously believed by R. 

The history of these interpolations must be something like the following. 
The question (which is missing in S except T,) and the answer (which is 
found only in T, G,, ,, . of the S MSS.) regarding Garuda’s gastronomic 
requirements (324* and 327*) were interpolated in a part of N (namely, 
the base of the vul-{275]gate), inspired by Supam. 19. 2. Independently 
there was inserted in G, ». ,. ; a question by Kaéyapa (“Where are you 
going with such speed ?”) in anticipation of the reply of Garuda in 1. 25, 7 
ed, an interpolation which probably has nothing to do with the Supam, 
Subsequently, after comparison with some MS. or MSS. of the N recension, 
the answer of Garuda 327* (which, as I have remarked above, fits only to the 
question in 324*) was irrelevantly added in an ancestor of G, . ,, ; by an 
ignorant copyist after 326*, where it does not fit in the least! This gecond 
mistake of the copyist of an ancestor of G, ,. 4, ; is another valuable piece ot 
irrefutable evidence of the contamination of these four G MSS. from some 
late Northern source. 

I have remarked above that the mangalya or svastyayana (335*) before 
1. 25, 26 must also be regarded as an interpolation. This follows for one 
thing from the MS. evidence, and is corroborated by the fact that the words 
of the siita : sa tac chrutvd pitur vakyam refer clearly to Kafyapa’s directions 
as to what Garuda should next do and ignore the intervening the long man- 
galya altogether. That is why the vulgate alters frulv@ to smrivd ! 

The reader need be not sceptical about the possibilities of such indiscrimi- 
nate conflation and addition. The critical apparatus, if closely scrutinized 
and properly understood, will reveal numerous instances of a similar charac- 
ter, Even a close study of the Kumbhakonam edition, prepared in our ows 
times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men- 
tality of the old redactors of the Mahabhdrata : parallel and even contradic- 
tory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of the 
effect on the reader, regardless of the fact that sentences are left hanging in the 
air, that passages do not construe. Here one notices above all the anxiety 
that nothing that was by any chance found in a Mahabharata MS. should 
be fost. Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in a picturesque dis~ 
array. The guiding principle was to make the Mahabharata a “thesaurus 
of all excellences,” culled no matter from what source, At the beginning of 
his commentary on the Sanatsujatiya,1 Nilakantha naively remarks : 


(276) adinrdfh caged? aererakiteterardakaagersy a foray 
Deiat giadeMattET ETT | 

1 Cf. Udyoga 42, See also Tstanc, Sacred Books of the East, vol, 8, 
p. 203 f.; and WiNTERNIT2, Ind, Ant, 27 (1898), 128, 
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That is why it is safe to assume that far more stanzas must have been 
added to the Great Epic than omitted from it. It follows from this as a co- 
rollary that the archetype must almost completely—if not quite completely— 
be contained in the extant MSS.* 

It will thus be seen that the assurance with which I have spoken (in the 
note on 1. 20. 1) of the contamination of G, , ,. ; from late Northern sour- 
ces is amply justified ; and that the passages common to this sub-group and 
the vulgate text (324*, 326*, 327*) mentioned by R. are in fact interpolations 
and no remnants of the archetype. 


The Position of K, 

Tf I understand R. (v. 248, lines 1-3) right—his remarks are somewhat 
confused—he questions the propriety of my treating the concordant readings 
of the Southern recension and the KaSmiri (Sdrad&) version (against the 
rest of N) as original readings, But in the course of the same paragraph, 
he expresses his unqualified approval of the procedure of Prof. Lijpers in 
accepting as original the consensus of G and B (against the rest of N). Now, 
as a matter of documentary probability, there is no difference whatsoever 
between the consensus of K and S against B D on the one hand and the 
consensus of B and G against D on the other ; because the relationship bet- 
ween the different versions must be one of the following type : 


Ue, Matabherees 
r soy) aul beets wees 5 
N s 
rie cee de tee 
x 
eee oe | [ide et 
*$ (*K) 4 *B *D of *G M 


where X is the intermediate archetype of the vulgate, and *K, *B, etc. are 
the (uncontaminated) archetypes of K, B, etc. 

{277} If Prof. Liners gives preference to the consensus of B and ¢ 
against the D MSS,., it is to be presumed that he would likewise give prefer. 
ence to the consensus of K and S against B (with or without D). Let us see 
what Prof. Livers himself has to say on the point 

“_...Dagegen ist es sehr erfreulich zu héren, dass von Adhy. 26 an noch 
ein altes S4rad4-Manuskript auf Birkenrinde zu Gebote steht, voraussichtlich 
der einzige vollkommen echte Vertreter der. KaSmiri-Version. 

“Das ist um so mehr zu begriissen, als die Kaémiiri-Version den relativ 
Altesten Text des Epos bietet. Mit keiner der fibrigen ndrdlichen Versionen 


2 Cf. Rupen, op. cit. p, 245. 
2 Deutsche Literaturz&tung, 1930, Heft. 24, Sp. 1141, 
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stimmen aber die sidlichen Handschriften so genau iiberein wie mit der 
K&Smirl-Version. Andererseits zeigt diese keine der offenkundigen Zusitze 
der stidlichen Rezension. Die raumlich weite Getrenntheit der beiden Hand- 
echriftengruppen schliesst die direkte Abhdngigkei der siidlichen Rezension 
von der KaSmiri-Version nahezu aus. Es ist daher anzunehmen, dass do, wo 
die beiden in Lesarten zusammenstimmen, die Lesungen des altesten Textes, 
der erreichbar ist, vorliegen. Zu dieser Beurteilung des Verhdltnisses der 
Kasmiri und der siidlichen Handschriften, die Sukthanker vertritt, war auch 
ich bereits bei der Herstellung der Druckprobe gelangt> wenn mir auch von 
der Kaémiri-Version nur die ziemlich nachlassig geschriebene Handschrift der 
Bibliothek des India Office 2137 voriag.... Selbstverstdndlich kann auch die 
Kaémiri-Version Textanderungen enthalten, und der Herausgeber ist meines 
Erachtens im Rechte, wenn er gelegentlich der Bangéli-Version, mit der die 
Maithili-Version und der Text des Arjunamiéra in allgemeinen zusammen- 
gehen, da wo sie mit den siidlichen Handschriften tibereinstimmt, den Vorzug 
gegeben hat.” 


Prof. LUpers, in other words, unhesitatingly endorses my procedure. 
Herr Dr. RuBEN dissents! 1 am content to leave it at that. 


The Extent of the Viréteparven 

When I adopted 2050 as the figure? representing the extent of the Virdta- 
parvan, I did not do so, as R. says (p, 251), [278] under the influence of 
UTGIKAR or anybody else. My chief reason for adopting the figure was that 
it represents the reading of the majority of K supported by the Maithili 
MS. (V,) and Nilakantha version (Dn). When Nilakantha adopts it, 
there is a certain amount of probability of its being well represented in the 
old Northern MSS, of his time. I cannot say whether R. knows that it is the 
reading of ail printed editions as well ; it looks as though he does not. 


Now let us consider the claims of the other variants. S has an obviously 
inflated text.» This inflated text appears to have been recounted in the South 
by the diaskeuasts and the Parvasarhgraha figure altered accordingly to 3500.* 
So the reading of S may be left out of consideration altogether. The other 
Northern variants are as follows : 


2015: iter: dwate g K, 
2300+ sft adtemenft a Ky Varn By 5. om Dy. 
2500: da arena 7 B, D; 


1 Italics mine! 

2 See my remarks in “Epic Studies IE", pp. 188 ff. supra, on the value of the 
figures in the Parvasathgraha, 

3 See Liens, “ Ueber die Grantharecension des Mahabharata”, Abh. d. Ges. 
a, Wiss, 2. Gottingen, 1901, p. 52. ra 

+ See Editorial Note (2) ta Fase. 3, p. ili. 
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aan a gait & Ky Bi Da Dis 
sare: Ft mmf zr Dy 

Only one thing that is plain in the midst of the prevailing confusion is 
that the text has been counted and the figure adjusted more than once. The 
partcadasaiva of Ks, however, is obviously only a corruption of paicdsad eva 
of the text. Thus the text reading represents the reading of K except Ky, 
There is no adequate reason for giving preference here to the readings of Ky 
or K,, because they not only disagree among themselves, but each finds only 
desultory support from other Norther MSS. What could the editor do under 
these circumstances but leave the reading of the vulgate (supported by the 
Majority of K) in possession and mark it as doubtful? The text figure 
appears, however, in a certain measure, to be supported and even made prob- 
able by the facts of the case ; because there are in existence, as a matter of 
fact, a few MSS. of the textus simplicior (F A M)*—and with the constantly 
operating [279] urge towards inflation their number will be necessarily small 
--which are approximately of that length, 

The figure 2500, I must confess, I cannot adequately explain? But as 
regards 2300, which approximately represents the extent of the vulgate text 
and which is documented by B, , . m among others, one may hazard the 
guess that it represents the measure of the text of that section of the Bangall 
version in which the Kali (or Durga) hymn had been first interpolated along 
with some other accretions. All things considered, I think I was perfectly 
justified in adopting in the Parvasarhgraha the reading which I did adopt, 

‘What R. means by saying (p. 251) that the reading of the archetype 
aight have been : 

aeats Sat ce Pema zt 
is beyond my comprehension. Does he mean that I should have set this 
(imaginary) line in the constituted text in place of the one which I have, 
or does he only want to show that he can compose an Anustubh line? If it 
is the latter, I will readily admit that the line is metrically, grammatically 
and stylistically impeccable, and does him credit. As we do not, however, 
want to rewrite the Mah4bharata, such manufactured lines have no value 
for us. The only sound test of the correctness of a reading is the evidence 





3 The only difference between K, and the text is that the former has 
*cadasoi® for °cdsade° of the latter 

2 Uraikar did not realize it, but I surmise that his F A M are also MSS, of 
the K version, that is, Devanagari transcripts of Sarad4 originals, 

+ TI eurmise that it is the extent of some composite text (like that prepared 
by the scholiast Ratnagarbha), comprising the vulgate text plus some interesting 
additions gleaned from the Southern recension. 

4 A line made up by R. on the basis of Utorar’s statement that there are 
1729 stanzas common to N and S. 
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of MSS. In overriding this evidence, R. is unguardedly opening wide the 

door to a subjective  Héhere Kritik”, which is the only thing that we must 

tigorously avoid doing at this stage of the Mahabharata studies and which 

R. would be the first to deprecate if any one else were to attempt it. 
Ruben constitutes the Text 

At the end of his paper R. has appended, as a specimen, the text of 3 
stanzas (1, 26, 1-3), as it should be constituted. The reader who has waded 
through 15 pages of R.’s disquisition on the complicacies of the Mahabharata 
textual criticiam will be amazed to discover that notwithstanding the over- 
whelming mass of variants and “additional” lines which stand at the 
[280] disposal of the exacting critic and despite the alarming theoretical 
doubts and scruples expressed by R. in the earlier part of his paper, his con- 
stituted text differs from mine principally in the readings of two aksaras, and 
the addition of a line which he himself subsequently (p. 256) admits to be 
a probable interpolation! The difference between our readings is as follows. 
In line 1 he hesttatingly sets °mdtre' for my °métrd, and in line 3 bhanktra 
for my bhagném. R. (doubtfully) decides in favour of °mdtre on the ground 
that it is a lectio difficilior and according to R. himself—of course in another 
place (p. 253)—the criterion of the lect. diff. is problematic and proves 
nothing. Here is a neat little paradox : R. prefers the lect. diff. and sets it 
in the text, because the criterion of the lect. diff. is problematic and proves 
nothing !—As regards the second word, R. admits that though he prefers 
bhanktvd, the differentiation from (an original) bhagnam to bhatktvd may 
be an innovation (p. 256). 

The other difference in the text as constituted by R. and by me lies in 
the underlining of the uncertain parts of the text. Let me at once admit that 
T have been rather remiss in showing the uncertain portions in this passage. 
The device is a practical makeshift and by its very nature hard to apply 
strictly and consistently. But the difficulty is not solved by R.’s marking 
below the text wavy and straight, single and double lines, in season and out 
of season, as soon as he espies a variant in the critical apparatus. An edition 
prepared on R’s plan would be indeed not critical but hypercritical. Even 
a constituted text is after all a text, meant to be read like any other text, 
and not a chart of the aberrations of careless copyists of the last two millen- 
nia. While it would be foolish to underline bhagndm (line 2) merely on the 


1 Even with his reading, R.’s translation is inaccurate, The translation should 
be: “ Aber kaum hatte der tibermichtige Garuda (den Baum) mit seinen Fiissen 
beriihrt, als der Ast.des Baumes abbrach”, etc. and not “Nachdem (der Baum) 
von Garuda berdhrt war, brach von ihm ein Ast,” etc. R.'s translation omits iu, 
padbhyam and baliyasé and ignores the force of °métro—(ifc.) With R.’s reading 
*matre, the word sd in line 1 (for which there is no variant even in TGM,) re- 
mains unclaimed and has to be forcibly connected with sakhd in the middle of the 
following line. Altogether the reading adopted by R. is unsatisfactory. 
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ground that three (inferior) MSS. D,., read for it Jagném, which is obvi- 
ously a clerical error, it is fatuous to underline text-words merely because 
some MS, [281} or other has a divergent reading, as R. does in the case of 
balyasd (K, mahatmona), sa ted- (G, sarsih), tesam eva? (N, tesam 
caivé®), ete. 

With regard to the short explanatory notes (p. 255f.) added by R. 
below the specimen of the text, I have to make the following comments. 

The participle smayamana is not “episch”, but smayan (of the text) 
may be, since the root smi is commonly used with middle endings.—The line 
340* being an interpolation (even R. admits, p. 256, the possibility of its 
being that), the adhomukhén of the text is opposed virtually only by the 
ovénimukhan of the two Grantha MSS. G,, ,, because the remaining adverse 
MSS. (Gy... « ; M), while trying to interpolate the Vaikhdnasas (under the 
influence of Supam. 13.4), have obviously altered the last foot of the line 
(2d) } therefore the text reading adhomukhén is hundred per cent. certain 
and in need of no underlining, straight or wavy.—In view of the fact that 
340* is missing even in T G,,. and in regard to the general character of 
Gy. 2. 4, 5 explained above, there cannot be the slightest doubt about the spuri- 
ousness of 340 * ; the line was probably first inserted in M and copied thence 
by the highly inflated group G,. ». 4. 5—-The form jagrhe is found only in 
five Devanagari and two Southern MSS. (one Malayalam and one Grantha). 
In old Devanagari MSS. (written with prethamétras), jegrhe would be all 
but indistinguishable from jagraka of the text. So the reading of these Deva- 
nagari MSS. may be ignored in this case. The Bangali and the Southern 
MSS., which would carefully distinguish between the two words, have jog- 
‘aha, with two insignificant exceptions in the Southern recension. It is on 
that account that jegraéha was adopted in the text, and it is ot doubtful— 
Sef is certainly a third line, but is in spite of that quite certain. The line is 
not missing in any MS., and as for its reading there is agreement on all 
material points between all versions of both recensions. Thus K and S agree 
completely with each other as far as ¢ is concemed, which is a very signi- 
ficant fact in its favour and should not be lightly ignored. The variations 
concern mainly f. The difficult pravifatayat, a lect. diff, preserved only in 
K, was the causa of the remodelling of the pada in S and the vulgate. Of 
{282} course all guesses as to how the variants have actually arisen must be 
more or less problematic. I would, however, hazard the conjecture that the 
way to the variant pravicalayen was virtually paved by the southern tend- 
ency to confuse the palatal sibilant ($) and fricative (c) : the successive 
steps in the corruption would be praviSatayan, corrupted to *°céteyan and 


1 Gy, 4 , have used their adkomukhan in 340°. They therefore substitute 
tapodhkenan in its place in the original line. M has worked out another combina- 
tion (tepodhandn-avarmukhan). 
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then “ corrected" to * °cdleyan. The vindSayan of K, D, is perhaps an ori- 
ginal gloss; or (more probably) a wrong correction of an original mislec- 
tion, the successive steps being visatayen, “visénayan (ta and na being writ- 
ten almost alike in old Devanagari MSS), and vindseyan. The difficulty 
with the word previsatayan may be realized when it is remembered that the 
Dhatupatha knows no root like sof or sat ; it cites only sad! 


* « * 


Rusen’s long disquisition on the difficulties of the Mahabharata textual 
criticism boils down to this: only that portion of the text which is docu- 
mented by both recensions, in identical terms, is tolerably certain ; the rest 
is doubtful in varying degrees, there being no criterion whatsoever which can 
enable us to discriminate with complete confidence between the variants ; 
even the concordance between K and S (against B D)' is not conclusive evi- 
dence of the origiality of the common reading. This is a more or less ob- 
vious standpoint, though partly erroneous and distinctly timid and conser- 
vative, It was hardly necessary for the “ Referent” to write so much in order 
to say so little. His attitude of dogmatic doubt has caused him to make 
unwittingly some wild exaggerations and unwarranted generalizations as I 
havc shown above. His perfunctory study of the manuscript evidence has led 
him occasionally to make gross blunders in the estimation of the relationship 
of the different manuscript groups and versions, some of which have been 
pointed out above. Many of the difficulties of the Mahabharata textual cri- 
ticism of which he speaks in his paper are [283] due to his failure to under- 
stand the modus operandi of the redactors and copyists of the epic and his 
lack of insight into the character of the different manuscripts—an insight 
which can be acquired only after a long familiarity with the manuscripts 
themselves and a close and patient study of their tendencies and idiosyn- 
cracies. RUBEN’s paper is, in general, quite intelligent, but not at all im- 
portant for the Mahabharata textual criticism. 2 


IV. More Text-Critical Notes.* 


The Mahabharata Textual Criticism is unquestionably making progress : 
slow but steady progress. There are many things in it still that are 
obscure, but some things have undoubtedly been cleared up. Thus there 
seems to be consensus of opinion among scholars now on the following points. 


1 R. seems to have somehow a lurking partiality for the consensus of B and 
S (or even Band G). If he only knew, the agreements between K and S are likely 
1o prove much sounder than those between B and S; for, while there are indica- 
tions that there may be speradic contamination between B and G (and perhaps 
even between B and S$), the (genuine) Kaémiri version (S) and S as a whole have 
certainly the appearance of being almost wholly independent of each other through- 
out the Adiparvan, 

* [ABORI 16. 90-113}. 
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The Mahabharata textual tradition, as we know it, is far from being 
quite uniform. There are now two main streams of tradition, the Northern 
Recension and the Southem Recension. Each recension is further sub-divided 
into a number of provincial versions, which differ ister se in many parti- 
culars, But the text of the Mahabharata must have been in a fluid state for 
a very long time, almost from the beginning. Clearly therefore a wholly 
satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine form—-even the late so-called 
Satasdhasti sarnhita form—would be a task now beyond the powers of criti- 
cism. All that we can attempt now is to reconstruct the oldest form of the 
text that is possible to reach on the basis of the MS. material available. The 
peculiar conditions of the transmission of the epic necessitate an eclectic but 
cautious utilization of all MS. classes. The Kasmiri version (textus simpli- 
cior) has proved itself so far to be unquestionably the best Northem version ; 
and the Malayalam, which in many respects is superior to the Grantha, is 
likewise the best Southern version (texius otnatior). The agreement between 
the Kaémiri version and the Souther recension (or sometimes even merely 
the Malayalam version) can be taken as an indication of originality. But 
contamination between the different versions was inevitable and must be 
admitted. The Telugu MSS. are generally and the Grantha MSS. frequently 
contaminated from Northem sources. Even the Malayalam version, which 
is on the whole free from Northern influence, may show some contamination, 
in unexpected places. [91] In fact, all versions, with the possible exception 
of the Kaémiri, are contaminated in various degrees. It is, therefore, often a 
very ticklish question to decide which agreements are original and which 
secondary, Notwithstanding these difficulties, experience has now shown, the 
case is not as desperate as it might at first appear. For one thing, there is 
a considerable bulk of text where the Northern and Southern versions are in 
full agreement, where there are no variants at all, or—more frequently—only 
unimportant variants: this part of the text is fortunately certain. There is 
then the question of the “ additional” passages, that is, passages found in 
only one of the rival recensions. There is only one rational way of dealing 
with these “additional” passages: they must be carefully segregated from 
the rest of the text, and examined individually. The onus of proving the ori- 
ginality of these “additional” passages will naturally rest on him who 
alleges the originality : the documents speak naturally against them, but their 
evidence is not by any means conclusive. 

‘These are some of the principal findings of the Prolegomena. It is assur- 
ing to find that these conclusions have been restated and endorsed emphati- 
cally by so cautious and judicious a critic as Prof. M. WINTERNITZ in his 
recent review of the Adiparvan volume, in the pages of these Annals (Vol. 15, 
pp. 159-175). fie outlines of the reconstruction may, therefore, be taken 
to be correct, and the method of reconstruction sound. There is bound to be 
difference of opinion as regards details, When there are hundreds of thoug+ 
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ands of readings to be considered and weighed, it is natural that all the selec- 
tions would not satisfy all readers ; and there are bound to be small slips in 
80 enormous and difficult a work as this. But the reader has the advantage 
of having the full critical apparatus before him, prepared with all possible 
care and presented in a convenient manner. The reader may easily substi- 
tute in the text any reading that appeals to him better. Prof. WINTERNITZ 
has thus shown his preferences, in the article mentioned above, in a certain 
number of cases, where he differs from me as regards the choice of readings, 
They are passages, as he tells us, which he came across in reading parts of 
the Critical Edition with his pupils in the Indologisches Seminar at Prag. 
He has thus published these criticisms after much thought and discussion 
with {92} other scholars. 1 gladly take this opportunity, therefore, to present 
my view of the case, setting forth the reasons which have guided me in the 
choice of the readings adopted by me in the Critical Text. 
L 3. 60: gird va Samsami. 

I have indeed assumed that agreement between K (strictly speaking, 
between the original Kaémiri version, or at least the Sarada MS. S,) and S 
is a sufficient though not a neecssary proof of originality. But there is no 
agreement here between K and S. K,, it is true, represents the version K in 
a comparatively pure form (Prolegomena, p. L.); but K, is not K; and K, 
is, on the whole, decidedly a better representative of the Kasmiri version 
than K, (Prolegomena, p. XLIx). Now here K, and K, have different 
Teadings : K, agrees with S, and K, with the rest of N! This fact has been 
ignored by WINTERNITZ. As for the agreement of N, and S, I have pointed 
out in the Prolegomena (p. LIx), that “ever: the manuscripts of distant 
Nepal are not wholly free from contamination from some Southern source or 
sources (direct or indirect).” Thus the agreement between N, and S cannot 
be considered as compelling evidence, by any means. Moreover, it should 
be borne in mind that this agreement between K, N, and S concerns merely 
the omission of one syllable ; and it is clear that this trifling omission could 
quite easily take place utterly independently in the respective groups. There- 
fore, even the documental probability in favour of the reading preferred by 
WINTERNITz is not at all strong. It is, in fact, considerably weakened by 
the following (intrinsic) consideration. N has v@ and a dodeka (hyperme- 
tric) line; S omits vé and has the eleven-syllable (normal) line, This is a 
circumstance suspicious in itself. It is by no means certain or necessary that 
all the péidas of our Tristubhs should be of the eleven-syllable pattern, Some 
of these hypermetric padas can indeed be made normal by the omission of 
one or more of the additional syllables, often merely of an expletive. But 
there are many lines which defy such athetization ; for instance, the second 
pada of the very next stanza (1. 3. 61; nésatyadasrou sunasou vaijoyantau). 
Such lines ought to [93} warn us against giving hasty preference to these nor- 
malizing readings. 1 have cited elsewhere (Prolegomena, p. xctlt) clear 
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instances of efforts made by redactors to correct hypermetric padas of Slokas. 
Similar efforts are to be found among the variants of our Tristubhs. But as 
the scheme of the Tristubh is more variable and arbitrary, or at least more 
complicated and obscure, it is difficult to prove the alterations made by the 
different scribes or editors. In this particular instance, however, it seems to 
Me, there is no reason to assume that the original pada was not hypermetric, 
because our pada is a standard hypermeter—a type of which HOPKINS has 
cited numerous instances. Cf. No. 6 of the typical, oft-recurting varieties 
(mentioned by Horxins in The Great Epic, p. 275): 


ve ’ 





The scansion of our line is : 


vonnev| veneee, 


which, it will be seen, is a pada of the identical pattern. 
From the examples given by HoPKIns, I will cite here only the follow- 

ing: 

3. 13. 198 mamaiva (tau) vémyau parigrahye rajan 

5. 42. 9 tatranu (te) yanti na taranti mrtyum 

5, 48. 77 vegena (iva) Sailam abhihatya Jambhek 

13. 94, 13 na (hy) utsake drastum iha jivalokem 

Hari, 2, 72. 44 vi-aijeno jano (‘tha) viduan samogrok 

Are we to omit the bracketed syllables—or some similar syllable—in 
each case, on the ground that they disturb the metre, if net the sense? We 
do not possess yet the collations of all these passages, but I am confident 
that there will always be some MSS. if not versions (or even a whole recen- 
sion), which omit these extra syllables, for one reason or other. There is 
this other consideration. The ancients had as good an ear for the rhythm 
of their Tristubhs as we Have, if not better. Why and how was the offend- 
ing syllable first inserted, and then tolerated by generations of editors? All 
N MSS. except D, contain the hypermeter. Is it not, under these circums- 
tances, more probable that the original was a hypermetric line, which was 
emended by some redactors in conformity with the later ideas of the regular 
Upajati metres? [94] This particular hypermeter is moreover antique, for 
we find (as HOPKINS has pointed out) already an example of it in Mund. 
Up, 3.1.6: 
yatra (tat) satyasya patamam nidhanam, 

with the scansion ~ v ----v | v » - v ~ -» which differs from our 
line as tegards the quantity of the first two syllables only ; ours has an 
iambic opening, the Mundaka line trochaic. Here, also, we can with im- 
punity omit the bracketed syllable (tet), and get a line which is metrically 
a “better” line, but obviously not the original one. I am, therefore, fully 
persuaded that in all such cases we have original hypermeters. These old 
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stanzas were not duilt at all on the pattern of the later, more regular, classi- 
cal metres, but followed some other finer rhythmic principle, which escapes 
our methods of rough analysis by syllable-counting—Now as regards the 
sense. The exact explanation of the phrase gird va Sarmsami is, I admit, difficult. 
Nilakantha offers the facile explanation : vdsabdas carthe (ie. vé = ca), 
which can hardly be considered satisfactory. Devabodha analyses the phrase 
into girdv+é=Sdmsémi (with gireu, loc. of giri), but that hangs together 
with his interpretation of the Aévins as the Sun and the Moon, which is not 
very convincing. It is possible to interpret the words as‘ gird vad’ Sarhsdmi 
(i.e. vGi+aSemsami), as is done by some editors. On the other hand, it is 
also possible to emend vd to vam ("ye two,” acc. dual), which would give 
a satisfactory sense. This reading, which is mentioned as a patha by Arju- 
namiéra, is found in only one of our inferior MSS. (D,). It seemed to me 
such an obvious emendation that I did not like to adopt it on such slender 
MS. evidence, and I have hesitatingly (as shown by the wavy line) set in 
the text the old Northern reading vd, which is unquestionably a lectio diffi- 
cilior. The whole hymn is, however, obscure and full of interpretative and 
other difficulties. It will have to be studied and dealt with more minutely 
before we can be sure of its text and meaning. But I am fully persuaded 
that #@ (or some such word) did form part of the original line. and it would 
be a mistake to omit it. 
1. 3. 145 Kuruksetre nivasatam. 

Why WINTERNITZ should have any doubts about sivasatam, 1 fail to 
understand. It is merely an augmentless imperfect, and {95} augumentless 
imperfects are most common in the Mbh., especially in the case of verbs with 
Prepositions, as in this case. Even WHITNEY (Sanskrit Grammar, § 587d) 
remarks : “ Besides the augmentless aorist-forms with ma prohibitive, there 
are also found occasionally in the later language augmentless imperfect- 
forms (very rarely aorist-forms), which have the same value as if they were 
augumented, and are for the most part examples of metrical license. They 
are especially frequent in the epics (whence some scores of them are quot- 
able).” To this, in 1884 (that is now more than fifty years ago), HoLtz- 
MANN added the note : 

“Beispiele von fehlendem Augmente des Imperfects sind ziemlich hiu- 
fig, bésonders in Compositum und hier wieder in solchen. die mit auf @ aus- 
lautenden Priipositionen, ava, ups, ape, zusammengesetzt sind: aber nicht 
ganz vereinzelt ist der Mangel nur bei bhovan sie wurden 3, 110, 3 = 9970. 
11, 27, 14:= 813. 16, 1,9=9 u. a.” 

He has given the following examples: prechat, patan, cintayan; man- 
yadhvem, budhyetém ; vyapagacchatam ; adhyavasyan, avabudhyata, ovatis- 
thata, aveksetém, avapadyenta, peryavasthapayat ; abkyupamantrayat, upa- 
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tisthetém, upanziyante; abhistuven, abhidhavetam, abhyarcayat ; samuttis- 
thon, utthapayan, uccarayon; paripaleyon, nivattayetam, nirjayat; samn- 
&rhaitém ; svikarot. ‘The Critical Ed. has, besides nivasatém, the following : 
tdhyata 1. 58. 8, avabudhyoia 120.11, avatisthet 189.11, avamemsthah 
(no. v. 1. !) 189. 21, samabhidrevat 218. 28. There are many others, less 
certain. A number of instances will be found in the Tentative Edition of 
the Virataparvan by Mr. Utcikar ; the Critical Edition of this parvan, I 
may add, will again contain quite a few instances of this particular solecism, 
How many examples are really needed before it is admitted that augument- 
Jess imperfect forms occur regularly in the Mbh., and we cease to talk of 
“correct” and “incorrect” forms? The augmentless forms are quite 
as “‘oorrect” as the other as far as the Mbh. is concerned. 
WINTERNITZ points out that the “correct” form “is given by the Kaémj- 
tian transcript K,, by the Maithili and Bengali MSS., by Arjunamiéra, and 
by some Southern MSS.,” and therefore he prefers it. It is a wonder that 
{96} it is not given by more MSS. ; because the tendency is always to change 
an “ incorrect” form into the “ correct” one. We have here to look not to the 
MSS. which have the “ correct" form, but to those which have not the “ cor- 
tect” form! Let us look at it in another way. If nivasatém be the original 
Teading, then there are two ways of improving the text: (i} keep vasatam 
of the original and change the word to myavesatém and thus make it “cor- 
rect” (Central sub-recension and Malayalam, independently), or (ii) keep 
ni- intact, and change the word to the present nivasatek (“K” version) ; 
both are represented here. If, on the other hand, nyevasatém were the origi- 
nal reading, no one would think of changing it later to nivesatém; and 
nivasatah of K would also be quite unintelligible. The text reading nfve- 
satém thus explains, to a certain extent, how the other readings may have 
arisen and has therefore been preferred. And I think there cannot be much 
doubt about its correctness and originality. 
1. 3, 183 prabrithi vd kish kriyetam dvijendra. 

If WINTERNITZ prefers me kim, he must, at the same time, also prefer 
kar@niyam adya | yendsi karyena etc., found in N (except K B, D,,,) ; but 
he did not realize it. The me kim of the Vulgate cannot be joined to kriya- 
tain dvijendra of K B, D,,, S. There is no MS. which reads prabrithi me 
kim kriyatarn dvijendra| Susriisur asmy adya vacas tvadiyam. The reading 
of the line proposed by WINTERNITZ will be like an animal with the head 
of a horse and tail of a donkey ! The text reading of the entire line—nay, of 
the entire stanza—occurs verbatim in K,, ;, ,, I think, the original Northem 
reading was probably prabrihi vd kim, as in text. If vd be useless after pra 
‘riihi, it is more than useless after kim, where WINTERNITZ would have it. 
It is conceivable that the (original) Northern reading (preserved in Ky. ». «. 
is corrupt, and we ought to give here preference to S$. That is another mat- 
ter. Not being convinced that v@ kim of K,. ,, , was “secondary” or cor- 
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mupt froin kisk vd of S, I have adopted, in the text, vd kim underlining it to 
show that it is less than certain. But mdash kim, marh yat, me kim, me tvam, 
vékyam of the Northern MSS. are clearly all secondary, and need not be 
considered at all. 

{97} 1. 55. 3 Snotush patram ca rajems tvem. 

I have taken the Saradé MS. only as the norm for my edition ; I have 
Not undertaken to reproduce its text verbatim. The Srotrpatram ca rajams 
tvam of S, K is opposed by ali other MSS. And, moreover, as there is agree- 
ment between B D and S—more or less independent versions—on the reading 
Srotum pétram ca rajams tvam, this reading is indicated as the original, and 
has been adopted, without wavy line; a procedure quite in accord with the 
principles of text reconstruction laid down in the Prolegomena (p. XCI). 
WINTERNITZ finds srotrpatrann ca raéjems tudm of K “ better Sanskrit,” but 
I must frankly confess that I could not make head or tail of it, and I can- 
not understand it even now. The text reading is the same as the reading of 
the Vulgate and of the Southern recension, and is besides quite clear, and, 
as far as 1 can judge, flawless Sanskrit. It may be translated : “ And thou 
art, O King, a fit person to hear (Vydsa’s Bharati Katha),” a sense which 
suits the context admirably. Furthermore, K has here an entirely different 
reading for the whole stanza. If we adopt the reading preferred by WINTER- 
NITZ, then we must read the stanza as : 

Srotrpatram ca réjams tvérh prépyeyamn Bharati Subha | 
guror vaktrapatispendam muda protsahativa mam ||, 


which is apreciably different from the text. But the variants of the other ver- 
sions do not at all suggest that this is the original reading. Our text! repre- 
sents the reading of the Southern recension, which has here, in my opinion, 
the greatest probability. 


1. 56. 8: kathem vyatikramen dyite. 


It is natural that W. should demand wavy lines for this verse. 1 admit 
the line is most puzzling, and I only lighted upon the solution of the puzzle 
by accident, after prolonged wrestling with it. An explanatory note was really 
called for, because the first line is absolutely unintelligible unless one knows 
the particular meaning of the root vyatikrem intended here, which is “to 
wrongly submit or surrender oneself to, wrongly take to (a thing or person, 
ace,)”. It is a rare meaning, but not unknown. It is given in the dictionaries 
of Monter WILLIAMS (ed. 1899, s. v. [98] vyatikram), and MACDONELL 
(s. v. kram). It appears not to be given in PW, but pw has (s, v. kram) : 
“verkehrter Weise sich einer Sache (Acc.) hingeben”. One example of the 
use is (B.) 12. 174, 36: 

atha ye buddhim aprapta vyatikréntas ca midhatam 
te "tivelan&k prakrsyanti sanktapam upsyénX ca | | 
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Here vyatikrantas ca madhatam must mean “ those who have surrender- 
ed themselves (wrongly) to folly”; no other meaning will fit, as far as I 
can judge. Our stanza is, therefore, to be traslated thus : 

“How (indeed) did the two sons of Pytha, as well as the two sons of 
‘Ma&dri, (tamely) surrender themselves to the tiger among men (Yudhig- 
thira), who was being cheated at dice by those wicked men, ard (how did 
they) follow him?” 

This strange submission consists in their consenting, in the first instance, 
to be used as pledges or stakes in that dire game of dice, and acquiescing 
dumbly to everything that Yudhisthira did. The Southern recension is un- 
animous on the point that the doubtful word was some form of vyatikram ; 
and the eight readings recorded in our crit. app. show that it must have been 
some word which was as unintelligible to the scribes and editors as it is to 
WINTERNITZ. WINTERNITz is again mistaken in thinking that the S reading 
is vyatikramadyite, This is the reading not of S but of only two MSS. 
(G,.,) out of the thirteen Southern MSS. of our crit. app. I myself have 
followed S in reading vyatikraman dyiite, which is the reading of five of the 
Southern MSS. In fact, my text represents the reading of the majority of 
the Southem MSS., and is, therefore in a sense, the true S reading. It is 
needless to add that vinirjitem of “K” and vyasaninam of the Central sub- 
recension, are emendations, made by those who could not make head or tail 
of the original. For it is clear that no one would change vinirjitem or vya- 
Saninam to any of the Southem readings, while the reverse would be the most 
natural thing in the world, It is further worthy of note that while the 
Northern MSS. have the easier reading, there is no agreement between the 
Kaémiri and the Central sub-recension. They must therefore represent in- 
dependent alterations of a third original—Following certain other S MSS. 
P. P. S. Sastrt has adopted the reading [99] vyatikramam dyiite (without 
tecording any v. 1.) ; but I am inclined to think that this is a wrong analysis 
of *kramandyiite which in S MSS. stands for both °kramarm dyiite and 
*kraman dyiite-—Now that I have explained how the awkward word is to 
be interpreted, I have no doubt that WINTERNITZ will agree with me that the 
text reading is correct. 


1. 57, 20: kriyate *ucchrayo nppoik. 

There has been extraordinary reluctance among scholars to face the fact 
that the Mbh, text once contained far more examples of hiatus than what one 
deems right or reasonable for such an ancient and venerable text. But there 
is hardly amy excuse now for such hesitation. On p. xciii of the Prolegomena, 
I have given numerous instances of the surreptitious efforts of scribes and 
redactors to eliminate hiatus, which show that hiatus was an anathema to 
them, It is well known that the Sandhi is not rigidly observed in the Vedic 
Sarnhitas, the Brabmanas, and the Upanigads, in Pali, and in Prakrit works. 
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Why must the Sandhi then be rigidly observed in the popular epic, a work 
which has its roots firmly embedded in the soil of the heroic poetry of the 
Siitas, and which has throughout preserved vestiges of its humble origin? The 
only reference (so far as I know), in the poem itself, to the Mbh. being a 
Kavya (krtarh mamedam bhagavan kavyemn paramepijitam) has now dis- 
appeared with the Brahma-Ganeéa interpolation in the Adi, and we are thus 
left only with a Purana, Itih’sa or Akhyana. A specimen of this class of 
work may surely contain sporadic instances of hiatus, without our being 
scandalized. It is futile, I may add, to try to apply to this category of popu- 
tar literature the rules of the dialect of the high-brow Sistas. We may expect 
every conceivable solecism in the language of the Mbh., and we find, in fact, 
an amazing variety of them; the hiatus, which was extremely common, is 
only one of such so-called irregularities. But for this strange modern anti- 
pathy towards hiatus, WINTERNITZ would have recognized that the emenda- 
tion is quite legitimate and certain. WINTERNITZ considers the North- 
em readings but wholly ignores the Southern, which is fatal to his 
argument. S does not contain either ati (or abhi) which is found only in 
certain N MSS., and is besides superfluous. {100} TG have recast the line : 
kurventy ete dhvajocchrayam, with kurvanti (note the active voice!), that 
is, a form of the root &y (like kriyate of N) at the head of the pada, All 
these versions have the verb, it may be noted, in the beginning of the pada. 
M contains the same three words as our kriyate, ucchrayah and nrpaik, but 
transposes kriyate and ucchrayah, reading ucchrayah kriyate nrpaih. This is 
the key-reading, which gives a clue to the original. You can explain every- 
thing else, but you cannot explain the transposition in M (which normally 
ought to agree with TG), unless you start from the hypothetical krivate 
*ucchrayo nrpaih. If you argue, on the other hand, that the reading of M 
is an arbitrary variant, which is in no need of a special explanation by means 
of an emendation, then there is no need of a critical edition either ; because 
all MSS. contain approximately the same text and the same story, and the 
few differences could be regarded as arbitrary variations which needed no 
explanation. With this reading, containing the opprobious hiatus, you can 
explain @ff the variations. N inserts a futile and innocuous abhi (corrupted 
in some MSS, to ati) to destroy the hiatus, M transposes the ucchrayo, which 
is the chief cause of the trouble; TG recast the original, and substitute a 
reading which fits badly in the context, with an active kurvanti (having no 
proper subject), after kriyate in stanza 19. That is how I regard this little 
complex of readings, and hence the emendation, of whose correctness I myself 
have no doubt whatsoever. 
1. 57. 21: hasyariipena Samberah. 

This reading is undoubtedly, 2s WINTERNITZ rightly observes, the lectio 
difficilior, but there is not the slightest doubt about its being the original 
reading, judging by documentary evidence, and therefore, there is absolutely 
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no need of underlining it. 1t is, in the first instance, the reacling of the whole 
of M, which WINTERNITZ appears not to have realized. I have stated, as my 
opinion, that the Malayalam version is the best representative of the Southern 
recension (‘Prolegomena, p. LXXIm). I am glad to note that WINTERNITZ 
(Annals, Vol. 15, p. 170) agrees with me, and that even my learned friend 
Vidyadsagara Prof. P, P. S. SastrI now endorses it. In the introduction 
(p. iii) to Vol. IV of his edition [101} of the Southern Recension, SASTR! 
writes : “ Not having been subject to Nayak influence in any manner what- 
soever, the tradition handed down by the Malayalam Manuscripts preserved 
the Grantha text, in a purer and more unmixed form than even some com- 
paratively early Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayalam MSS. do not at 
all seem to have come into contact with the Northern Recension til ‘very 
recent times.”? Now this reading of the Malayalam version is supported by 
the reading of the KaSmiri version ; for though §, is missing, yet K, (india 
Office 2137) has the corrupt hémyahamya® (for hemsa® of the rest of N), 
und it is well known that in Nagar? copies of Saradi MSS, s is frequently 
transcribed wrongly as m ; so that we have to read hasyahdsya (dittography). 
The reading is further borne out by Devabodha’s gloss (the MS. reads Adsa° 
for our hdsya’) : hdsariipena kriddvatararipena (cf. p. 990 of the Crit: 
Ed, for the gloss), where Aavisa, in any case, would not fit, for it is not clear 
how hemsariipa would be kridavetararipa. Further, sartkarah is the read- 
ing of all MSS. except B, Dn, which have isverah (an obvious emendation) 
and TG which has vdsavah (which must likewise be an emendation), origi- 
nally, perhaps, only a gloss. Here practically the whole of N is supported 
by M. Samkarah is here not a name of Indra, but only an epithet, an attri- 
bute meaning ‘auspicious, beneficent’. Thus in (B.) 3. 229. 6 Sartkara is 
used with reference to Skanda : lokdndam Samkato bhava. In (B) 3. 201. 29 
the epithet mahesvera (“great lord”) is applied to Visnu tvayi .nit- 
yarn mahesvera. Further in 1. 58. 43, the epithet ifa (“lord”) and 
Sambhu (“ auspicious”) are applied to god Brahma: prabhavah servabhii- 
tandm iSah Sambhuh prajapatik. This shows that the words Samkara, sSambhu, 
ia, mahesvara, and so on, which are now generally regarded as proper names 
of Mahadeva, were still not specialized, but were applied to other gods as 
well, as mere epithets, descriptive of their beneficence or omnipotence. 
1. 57. 58 : dvayor dr§yaior ebhik, 

Here it is not difficult to see on what authority the adopted reading 
rests. The footnotes give here the reading of N V, B D [102] (except D,) 
of the Northern, and of G of the Southem recension. The adopted reading 
(which is partly supported by the drsyayor of B,) is, therefore, the reading 
of the remaining MSS. K D; T M (since &, is missing, as mentioned on 
Pp. 244, at the beginning of the adhy., or as may be seen from the table on 
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P. XXIV of the Prolegomena). The Vulgate lacks here the support of the 
Grantha version, which has an enitrely different reading : 
Gveyos ca kathath brahman bharisyati semagamah | 

The Grantha version dispenses altogether with the troublesome dyéyatoh 
of the original (or the unsuitable v. 1. drsteyok of the Vulgate), thus reveal- 
ing its secondary character. The line was recast in the archetype “ Sigma ” 
(see the pedigree in the Prolegomena, p. xxx). The textual relations here 
are ideal, being clear as crystal. WINTERNITZ is right in regarding it as pass. 
part, praes. with active ending. Passive forms with active endings are quite 
common in the epic. I adduce a few examples to dispel the remaining doubts 
of sceptics : 1. 11. 15 isyati (v, 1. isyeta, arhati etc.) ; 16. 15 aksipyatak (no. 
v. I. explanation); 34. 13 moksyanti (v. 1. moksyante); 47. 9 sambhriyantu 
(v. L °bharantu, °bhavantu); 48. 12 dahyatam (no. v. 1!) 48. 13 pacya- 
tim (vy. 1. jvalatam, dahyatdm) ; 48, 22 diryati (v.\. Siryati) ; 53.6 vidiyata 
(no. v. L!) 5 71. 44 dréyet (v. 1. pasyet) ; 124. 24 uhyanteh (v. 1. uh- 
yante) ; 147, 8 vyucchidyet (v. 1. ucchindyét, chidyeta) ; 165. 24 hriyasi 
(v. 1. grhyase, hriyase, proydsi) ; 202. 19 adySyadbhih (v. 1. adrSyaié ca, 
adrSyou tau) ; 217, 13 mathyatah (v. 1. manthane); 218. 49 pravisiryatah ; 
219, 5 adréyan (v. 1. adréyé, nyapatan). 

1. 92. 2: Gangé Stir ive riipini, 

The configuration of the MSS. as well as the intrinsic merit of the read- 
ings are different in the two lines, That is how S$, K, appear to be of greater 
authority in the first line than in the second. The salilat of the text is found 
in all MSS. except S, K, (S only transposing the word : Text salilat tasmat, 
S Ganga salilét), and is, therefore, for one thing, obviously far better docu- 
mented than Sayenat of S, K, only, In the second line, therefore, we have, 
practically, only two readings : Sayandt of $, K,, against salildt of the rest ; 
therefore the reading of $, K, has been rightly re-{103}-jected. Such is not 
the case in the first line. Here we have three nearly independent readings 
(8, K, Gavgd Stir iva ripini: Vulgate G. siriripadharini . S lobhaniyata- 
makrlik, which latter is our fourth pada). Here, while the two Northem 
readings are somewhat allied to each other, the Southern reading is entirely 
different, having very little connection with the Northern. None of the 
readings can be mechanically derived from the other, and intrinsically they 
are all more or less of the same value. Such being the case, the Northern 
tradition was, as usual, followed. WINTERNITZ does not say why he thinks 
striviipadharini is better than the other. The reason why I chose érir iva 
riipini (“ beautiful like Laksmi”) is that it is nearer in sense to lobhaniyate- 
makrtih (“with a most enticing form”) of S, than strirapadharint (“ assum- 
ing the form of a woman”) of the Vulgate. I have here explained in detail 
the exact reasons which have weighed with me in making the difficult choice, 
but as a matter of fact. they are all three epic iterate and these iterate 
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keep alternating with each other indiscriminately. In such cases, it is im- 
possible to decide, with certainty, which is original and which is secondary, 
and the matter is also of no great consequence. The uncertainty of the 
text tradition has been duly indicated by a wavy line. 


1. 92. 7: rajon kanyash varastriyam, 

I am glad WINTERNITZ has drawn my attention to a wrong reading 
which has crept in here, through oversight, and I gladly take this opportun- 
ity to publish a correction. The reading 1 had intended to adopt, or at 
Jeast | should have adopted, is precisely the one advocated by WINTERNITZ : 
rajan kémydm vera’, that of the KaSmiri version ($, Ko2,). The fact is 
that just for first two words of the last pada of this stanza, there is a con- 
fusing array of readings in Northern MSS., all meaning, more or less, the 
same thing : rajan kémydm (6, K,-2.,), Tajan divydém (K,), divyarh konyam 
(Vulgate), kamyah divyam (B), divyam kamydm (N,,). Under these 
circumstances, clearly, the Kaémiri reading should have been adopted, ac- 
cording to the principles enunciated in the Prolegomena, but through a 
clerical error kanydm (of the Vulgate) £104} has crept in, in place of 
kamydm (of the KaSmiri), which was intended—I do not agree with 
‘WINTERNITZ however when he says that the epithet kenya is “not very 
appropriate for Ganga”. It would be quite appropriate, as far as I can see. 
It would imply that she was an unmarried virgin, which is the regular 
meaning of kanya; compare : 

1. 57. 63 uvéca matpriyan krivd kanyaive tvam bhavisyasi 

1, 104, 12 prdddc ca tasyadh konydtvam punch sa paramadyutih 

(B) 3. 307. 16 sé maya sacha samgemya puneh kenya bhavisyasi 
It would then answer Pratipa’s objection (1. 92. 6) : 

néham parastriyam kamat geccheyam veravarnini. 

But kanydm is not supported by the MS. evidence, and kémydm is : 
that is the main point. The constituted text should therefore be corrected 
accordingly by changing kanydm to kdmyam. 

1, 92. 45: na ca tam kithcanovaca. 

Here I do not agree with WINTERNITZ. I am fully persuaded that the 
text is quite in order. The first mistake WINTERNITZ makes is in thinking 
that sa is the reading of 8, K; it is actually given in the crit. app, as the 
reading of 8, Ko.3 D,, WINTERNITZ has overlooked the fact that S, 
differs from K,, which is in itself suspicious ; and K, is also excluded from 
the group. If co has to be translated by “ but”, there is no help for it ; for 
ca has frequently to be rendered in that way. For the Mbh., I may add, 
¢a and i are almost synonymous, tw having entirely lost the specific ad- 
versative force. It is quite clear that there must have been a period in the 
history of Sanskrit, as it was spoken, in which the two small particles ca 
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and tu were confused in the mouths of the common people, and were used 
indiscriminately. That is, in fact, the only explanation of the curious particle 
cu one comes across in certain ASoka inscriptions, which is evidently a com- 
bination of ca and tu. The Sérada MS. undoubtedly offers a “better” 
reading, but, as a comparison of the different versions shows, it is a clear 
innovation or emendation. That the original had something like na ca (of 
the text) is proved by TG, which has na tu, only in a slightly different 
combination : [105} wwéca kithcin na tu tam. M differs from TG, and 
has a third combination, with a new word vacanam, not found in the other 
versions : novdca vacanam kimcit, which has neither na ca nor na tu, and 
which does not help to solve our difficulty. The sa of some of the Kaémiri 
MSS. is not necessary for the context, as the subject mahipatih (‘the king”) 
occurs in the same line, 


1. 92. 50 : asteme Vasavo devak. 

Practically all the MSS. except those of the D version begin with astau, 
which makes it probable (if it does not disectly prove) that the original 
must have begun with asfeu ; therefore imestau (one of the readings pre- 
ferred by WINTERNITZ) must be ruled out, as an emendation, probably of 
a lectio difficilior. The (final) me of $, K, and the initial ime of some 
Nagari MSS. suggest that the original was the conjectural * asfeme, which 
combines the characteristics of these groups, and which is very close to the 
asta me of N,. It is also suggested, to a certain extent, by the Bengali 
aston ye. The conjectural asfeme, is in fact, the hypothetical form to 
which the various readings asfau me, asta me, asfau ye, astau hi, and imestau 
seem to converge. The convergence is not a matter of which a mathematical 
proof can be supplied. If WINTERNITZ does not see the convergence, he 
may substitute for the text reading any of the five readings found in the 
MSS. I did not know which to choose ; hence the emendation. The change 
is not quite unmotivated. The motive appears to have been the seemingly 
irregular Sandhi (double crasis) : @stau + ime = as{@ + ime = asteme. 
But as a matter of fact, there need not have been any irregularity at all in 
the Sandhi, for asteme may simply be resolved into astd+ime, or asta+ime, 
since besides the heavier asfeu, both the forms wsfd@ and asta were in use, 
of which the latter (asta) particularly was used, I think, in all periods of 
the language (cf. WHITNEY, Sanskrit Grammar § 483). The translation of 
WINTERNI1z is not quite accurate; at least it is not literal. The stanza 
has no word for “ obtained birth.” which WINTERNITZ interpolates into it, 
in order to justify the reading me, “of me,” which he has further to explain 
as “in my body”. Translate: “Those gods, the Eight Vasus, had on 
account of Vasistha’s curse become men (lit. attained the state of men).” 


{106} 1. 93. 1: manusitn tanum agate. 
The agreement between S and & V, Dn D, signifies absolutely nothing 
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for the original reading ; it is purely the result of conflation. V, is, more- 
over, not a version; it is merely a single MS., written in Maithili script, 
and as such, capable of showing any reading at random. Again, the agree- 
ment of NV, with Dn and S against B Da is most unnatural and thoroughly 
suspicious. In other words, the MS. evidence here is extremely confused. 
Ordinarily 1 would have adopted the S, K reading manusatvam upagatah, 
which has occurred already in the previous adhy. (1. 92. 50), and occurs 
again in (B) 3. 83, 66; but owing to the manusim of B, which recurs in 
$, I have given here preference to the reading of the Bengali version. J 
may point out that it is the reading of the entire Bengali version, and not 
of a few unimportant MSS., as WINTERNITZ imagines. The readings are 
these : 

6, K ménusatvem upagatah 

B mdanusith tanum dgatch 

S manusisn yonim agatch, 

This being the constellation of the readings, ma@nusim and dgatah are 
as good as certain, as suggested by the agreement between B and S. There- 
fore the real variant is only tanum: yonim. It is likely that the original 
was yonim which was corrupted, in N, to fenum, and then the original pada 
mignustin tanum Ggaték (preserved in Bengali only) was replaced by the 
Tecurrent tag manusaivam updgotéh ; but it is most unlikely that the latter 
was the original which was changed in B to maénusizh tenum a°, and in S$ 
to manusinn yonim @°. In any case, the KaSmiri reading must be rejected 
here as secondary (cf. Prolegomena, p, Lx), as shown by the evidence of 
Band S. Dn D, appear to have got their yonim from S (ibid. p. Lxvi1), and 
WV, possibly from Dn. 

1, 93. 11: devadevarsisevitam. 

WINTERNITZ is mistaken in thinking that the hermitage in question was 
frequented by Reis only, and not by gods as well. In fact, the talk is not 
about a hermitage at all, but about the [107} forest (van@m) containing 
the hermitage. Moreover, it was not an ordinary hermitage, but the hermit- 
age of Vasistha, situated on the slopes of the celestial mount Meru (1, 93. 
Bf): 

Vasistho nama iti sa khyate apavo ity uta || 15 
tasyasramapadam punyamn myrgapeksigananvitam | 
Meroh parive nagendrasya satvartukusumavrtam || 16 


The forest, therefore, in which Vasistha’s hermitage was situated, was 
inhabited and frequented by divine ysis (like Vasistha) and by gods (like 
the Vasus). That is how, in fact, the Vasus found themselves in that her- 
mitage on that fateful day. If the forest were not frequented by gods, the 
Vasus would not have come there at all. If we adopt the reading devd 
devarsisevitam (which is plausible) then the compound must be taken to 
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mean “ frequented by gods and zsis” (and not by divine ysis, as WINTER- 
NITZ understands it). According to our text, the forest was frequented by 
gods and divine rsis. As will be seen, there is not much to choose between 
the readings, but 1 prefer the text, because only the divine rsis like Vasistha 
could reach those regions, not ordinary ysis. Moreover, such adjectives 
{forming the entire second half of the line) are extremely common in the 
descriptions of sacred forests, hermitages, tirthas, with many variants, as 
may be seen from the following examples from the Aranyaka (Bom. Ed.) : 
3. 82. 41 devarsipitrsevita 

84. 46 siddhagondharvasevita 

87. 5 rajarsiganasevita 

89. 7 devagendharvasevita 

89. 8 devarsiganasevita 

90. 21 brakmersiganasevita 

156. 10 siddhacaranapijita 

and 145, 41 devadevarsipijita, 


which latter has our combination devadevarsi, and in which deve cannot be 
separated from devarsi, for the stanza reads : 
tatrapasyata dharmalma devadevarsipijitam | 
Nara-Narayanasthanam Bhagirathyopasobhitam || 


The adjective devadevarsisevitam (or °pijitam) is used with reference 
to the most sacred and inaccessible regions like the {108} penance groves 
cn Mem or Gandhamadana, or on the Himélayan peaks. I do not wish 
to suggest that the simple phrase devarsisevitam would not have sufficed 
here. I only want to show that there is nothing wrong with the text read- 
ing, which is proved by the KaSmiri version ($, K). From the graphical 
point of view, the difference between the readings (dev@ and deva-) is so 
slight that the documentary evidence actually counts here for very little. It 
is just owing to this uncertainty that the reading has been underlined in the 
critical text. 

1. 214.9: Dharmardje * atipritya. 

Here again we notice WINTERNITZ’s prejudice against hiatus, to which 
I had drawn attention in the discussion on 1, 57. 20, above. But here my 
case is stronger still. As far as the Vedic tradition is concerned, ¢ (like 0) 
remained unchanged before ¢ which was generally elided in the written text. 
but, according to the evidence of metre, must almost invariably in the 
Reveda and generally in the Yajurveda and Atharvaveda, be pronounced 
whether written or not. According to the statistics prepared by Vedic 
scholars, it must be pronounced in the Rgveda in 99 per cent of the cases, 
in the Atharvaveda and the metrical portion of the Yajurveda, in about 
80 per cent of its occurrences. This shows that in the older stages of the 
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language, at any, rate, any Sandhi between final e (or 0) and initial @ was 
rare, The rule becomes more and more rigid as we advance, until with 
classical authors, ignorance or violation of the rule came to be regarded 
as a capital blunder. Now the Mbh., whatever its age be, stands unques- 
tionably midway between the Vedic and the classical epoch, and therefore 
partakes naturally of the linguistic characteristics of both. In the Vedic 
literature, where the scribes or editors did not dare to add even a single 
syllable to the received text, the later antipathy towards hiatus shows itself 
in the efforts to coalesce, in the written text, the adjoining vowels, accord- 
ing to rules of (Sanskrit) grammar, leaving a correct but unmetrical and 
unreadable line. The subterfuge is however so obvious that no one hesitates 
to dissolve the Sandhi automatically and restore the hiatus. Much reluctance 
is felt, on the other hand, by scholars [109} in admitting that the epic text 
likewise contained originally many instances of hiatus, though of course 
they are not as frequent as in the Veda. The reluctance is due to two 
causes. Firstly the Mbh. text looks on the surface so like a classical text 
that scholars, who have so far studied the text mainly from printed editions, 
insist on applying rules of classical grammar to the text. The second reason 
is that the ancient redactors who had not the same compunction about 
making small alterations in the epic text (as is evident from our critical 
apparatus) as they had in the case of the Vedic texts, have not resorted 
to coalescence in order to remove the hiatus, but have boldly added little 
expletives like ca, tu, hi for saving their precious rules of grammar, a pro- 
cedure which, as it leaves the line metrically intact, makes the detection 
of their nefarious interference difficult, if not impossible. Now though the 
Mbh. looks on the surface like a classical text, there are many peculiarities 
of Sandhi and grammar—even in the printed editions and the Vulgate— 
which distinguish it from a classical text. Coalescence unknown to classical 
usage is seen in amale ‘tmanam (1. 68. 64), te 'jfiaya (1. 70. 41), manyate 
‘tmanam (1. 198. 19). We have hiatus in a compound in Naraéyaya- 
urogatah (1. 16. 35) ; Pragrhya Sandhi in semupete 'dbhute ‘naghe (fem. 
du, 1. 14, 5), jajfiate 'stravi §aradau (1. 57. 88) etc. Double crasis in panna- 
gGbhaven (1. 21. 6), Vasumandbravit (1. 87, 18), jayateti (1. 11. 13). 
Hiatus between padas, caused by the change of as to o (1, 76. 35) : jagéma 
svapurars hrsto anujiidto mahétmang. Frequently we come across Prakritic 
Absolutives like grhya (1. 2, 93; 9. 19; 39. 23, 30; 119. 16; 123. 12, 16, 
50; 124. 20 etc.), tosya (1. 1. 109), cintya (1. 9. 2), usya (1. 71. 58), 
etc. etc.; and the converse (ivé for ya) in sam-pujayityé (1. 54. 15), @& 
nayitva (1. 66. 12), ni-stanitua (1. 85. 18), anu-Sistudnugatud ca (1. 133. 
24), prapayitua (1. 189. 25) etc., some of which may however, be explained 
as absolutives of verbs with separable prepositions. Such a separable pre- 
position we have in 1. 65. 34: 


frati Sravanapurvani naksatrani sasarja he |, 
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where proti is to be construed with saserja, as pratisasarja: a line often 
misunderstocd by editors, commentators and translators alike. These vio- 
lations of (Sanskrit) grammar are not so rare that one has to hunt for them 
with a microscope, There is an endless list of [110} them. One meets with 
them at every step. If these and scores of other irregularities do occur as a 
matter of fact, why could there not be hiotus as well? Scholars are not yet 
familiar with this phenomenon, because they have been dealing, so far, with 
the clarified text, from which most of these irregularities have been carefully 
expunged, as is evident from our critical apparatus, by purists who have had 
the handling of the epic text during a long succession of centuries, I have 
noted that even BOHTLINGK, who was otherwise a careful and conscious 
editor, has in editing Mbh. passages for his Chresthomathie, rigidly enforced 
Sandhi rules, even in prose passages, with a zeal which was worthy of a better 
cause, where there was not the slightest manuscript authority for doing so. 
My study of the Mbh. MSS during the last‘ten years has convinced me now 
that it is the grammatical and material irregularities of the original that are 
responsible for quite a large fraction of the mass of variations which we 
come across in the MSS. The correctness of my reconstructions can be 
proved only by adducing the entire evidence, which it is not possible to do 
here, but which may be undertaken later on, when a large part of the text 
has been dealt with in a like manner. I am fully persuaded that the Critical 
Edition, as it advances, will supply material for confirming most of my con- 
clusions.—To return to the case under consideration. WINTERNITZ points out 
that hi is found in all N MSS., including $, but he ignores that K, shows 
here tu, not Ai? Now K, is a clear transcript of a Sarad& MS., and agrees 
with our $, to such an extent that I have expressed it as my opinion that it 
is a copy of a Sarada original very similar to our Saradi MS. It is, no 
doubt, a very small and insignificant variation, but how would WINTERNITZ 
explain it all the same? Aya cannot be misread as tva, even in the Sirada 
script. Why should just K, show here fva? Is it not, perhaps, because a not 
very distant ancestor of our $, and K, had still the obnoxious hiatus, as in 
our text? The Kaémiri version does contain many original features and 
archaisms. 
1. 215. 2: ekér trptim prayacchatém, 

prayacchatém of the text, I may point out, is not entirely wrong ; it may 
be construed with bhevanteu, understood, a more [111] respectful form of 
address than the second person. In stanza 5, however, the reading sampra- 
yacchotam has been accepted, because the subject in the second person 
(yuvém) ig expressed. We cannot argue that since in 5 we have sarapra- 
yacchatam, therefore in 2 we must have also prayocchelem. Because in 
the Mbh., which is not and never was polished literature, we do come across 
such strange yoke-fellows. Changes of subject and changes of construction 
are frequent. That is the view I had taken when I adopted the text reading. 
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But on second thoughts I decided that prayecchatam would nevertheless be 
a better reading, and the correction now proposed by WINTERNITZ had been 
already published by me, in the “ Addenda et Corrigenda,” at the end of the 
volume (p, 996). 
1, 216. 10 
sasarja yat svctapasa Bhauvano bhuvanaprabhuh | 
prajépatir anirdesyam yasya riipam raver iva || 

The matter is not simple as WINTERNITZ imagines. Of course, with the 
reading yarn, any one can see that the relative may be construed with ratham 
in 8. We then get two sentences: “ Which (scil. chariot of Arjuna) was 
fashioned by Bhauvana....by (the power of) his austerities,” and “ whose 
beauty was like that of the sun.” But the reading yat is actually found in 
$,K (except K,) V,G (except G,) ; ie. in the Kaémiri version (except K,), 
agreeing with the Grantha version (except G,), plus the Maithili MS. How 
is it that so many MSS. give what WINTERNITZ considers, an “ impossible” 
reading? The reading is, in fact, not impossible at all ; only the construc- 
tion is a little involved and difficult to understand. By reading yat we 
actually get better sense. Construe : yasya, raver iva, yat anirdesyam riipam, 
(tat) Bhauvanah....svatepasé sasarja, “whose indefinable (or incompar- 
able) loveliness (or splendour), like that of the Sun, Bhauvana had fashioned 
by (the power of) his austerities.” This construction avoids the two dis- 
jointed and halting sentences yam anirdesyam Bhauvanah....svatapasd sa- 
Sarja, and yasye Tipam raver iva (or yam Bhouvanah....svatapasa sasarja, 
and yesya anirdeSyam rapem raver iva), which result from the wrong read- 
ing yom for [112] yot, yat is almost a perfect example of the lectio difi- 
cilior, and a regular trap for unwary editors. 

1, 218. 14: jaladha@ramuco "kulén. 

WINTERNITZ is here again mistaken in thinking that °sucotuldn is the 
reading of S. It is the reading of only five of the thirteen Souther MSS. 
(T, Gy, 2 Mg.s) ; three others (T, G,,) read *muconilén, three more (Me.s) 
tead mumocivan, two (G,..) read as in text (°mucokulan). The question is, 
in fact, what was the original reading of S, That question I have not been 
able to answer definitely, and I have, therefore, put in, as a stop-gap, the 
reading of G,., which seemed to me not improbable, since initial @ is curi- 
ously enough, sporadically treated in the Mbh. text, like a The reading 
*samakulan is useless ; it is obviously a substitute for some reading which 
was difficult to understand or explain. 

I have underlined muco in the text, but I now think that it is as good 
as certain. It is documented not only by the whole of S, but also by Kys.5 
N V.D,. If muco be admitted, then samakuldn of the Northern group be- 
comes secondary, but with an important residue in the shape of the final 
kulan, agreeing with the final of °mucokulén of G,,, rhyming with °muco- 
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tuldn of Ko, T; G,3, Mg,s, and finally reflected faintly in muconilan T, G 

The documentary evidence, therefore, points unmistakably to a reading jala- 
dhéramuco(x)lén. Query, what is the value of x? The adjective dkuldn (‘con- 
fused”) qualifying meghdn would be not inappropriate, referring to the con- 
dition of masses of clouds confusedly hurled about by 2 cyclonic wind ; not 
80 appropriate, to my mind, the atulan (“incomparable”) preferred by 
WINTERNITZ, and adopted by P. P, S. SastrI, against the evidence of his 
basic MS. ay, which has our text reading. In Sastri’s adoption of atuldn 
and his ignoring of variants, which must have appeared to him meaningless 
corruptions or clerical mistakes, we have an illuminating example of how the 
readings get indiscriminately distributed, disturbing the relationships estab- 
lished by the stemma codicum, and how the lectio diffcilior is gradually effaced. 


[113] 1. 218, 27: vydtisthanta maheujasah 


The text reading vydtisfhenta, it must be confessed, has not been adopt- 
ed because it is the reading of S, K,; it is a mere slip. I am thankful to 
WINTERNI1z for drawing my attention to it. The reading vyatisthanta should 
be adopted without doubt. 


. * . 


1 may repeat here what 1 have stated elsewhere that the problem of the 
Mahabharata Textual Criticism is a problem sui generis. Here the princi- 
ples of textual reconstruction, which must be first evolved from a study of the 
MS. material and the MS. tradition, can be considered as finally settled only 
after considerable discussion and exchange of ideas on the subject. 1 would, 
therefore, repeat my request to Prof. WINTERNITZ, made some years ago, to 
continue his searching and exhaustive examination of the fascicules or volumes 
as they come out, and give us the benefit of his ripe experience and valuable 
opinions and findings. His publications on a subject which has engaged his 
attention, off and on, for the last forty years cannot but throw some much- 
needed light on the obscure question of the Mahabharata Textual Criticism 
(which has unfortunately not received much attention so far from scholars), 
and thus advance the cause of Mahdbhirata studies. 

In conclusion, I must express my grateful thanks to Prof. WINTERNITZ 
for the very kind and encouraging remarks he has made regarding the work 
in general as also my keen appreciation of the uniformly courteous tone of 
his sympathetic and appreciative review. 


V. Notes on Mahabharata Commentators * 
§ 1. CHRonorocicaL Notes. 


A necessary complement to a critical study of the Mahabhirata is an 
intensive study of the commentaries of the Mahabharata, of which there is 





* [ABORT 17. 185-202]. 


264 EPic stoptks 


quite a large number preserved still, mostly in manuscript form. Among 
the scholiasts who have written commentaries on the Mahabharata—either 
on the whole, or only on selected parts of the Great Epic—are : (1) Ananta- 
bhatta, (2) Arjunamiéra, (3) Ananda, (4) Caturbhuja(miéra), (5) Jaga- 
digacakravartin, (6) Devabodha, (7) Nilakantha, (8) Mahanandapima. 
(9) Yajiia-Narayana, (10) Ratnagarbha, (11) Ramakirhkara, (12) Rama- 
krspa, (13) Ramanuja, (14) Lakgmana, (15) Varada, (16) Vadiraja, (17) 
Vidyasigara, (18) Vimalabodha, (19) Sarhkaracdrya, (20) Srinivasa, (21), 
Sarvajfia-Narayana, and (22) Sretidhara. Very little is at present known 
about these commentators : only very few of them have been, so far, pub- 
lished. The only collective study made of these commentaries is by Ho.tz- 
MANN in Das Mahabharata, Vol. 3, p. 67 ff., and that was in 1897, that 
is, nearly forty years ago. The material at his disposal was very scanty, 
and so are his notes. 

But the study of these commentaries must be now taken up morc seri- 
ously, not so much for the sake of the explanations contained in the com- 
mentaries—though even the glosses of a commentator like Devabodha are 
extremely important—as for the readings and pathantaras recorded in them ; 
because, most of [186] the commentaries are older—some very much older 
—than our manuscripts ; and therefore the documentation of these readings 
by the commentators takes us back a stage further in our investigation of 
the history of the epic. 

The usefulness of these commentaries is, however, considerably dimini- 
shed by the fact that we know next to nothing about these commentators 
themselves. In particular, we lack information about their dates, which are 
not easy to fix in Indian literature. Even if the dates cannot be determined. 
it would be a great help if we could fix their relative chronology. An at- 
tempt is made in the following pages to fix, to start with, the relative 
chronology of some of the more important Mahabharata commentators. 

A fixed point in the exegetical literature centering round the Mbh. is 
furnished by Nilakantha, who until lately was considered, at least in India, 
as the most trustworthy guide for the exposition of the Great Epic, and 
about whose date there is not much doubt. The available personal data 
about him has been put together by Wilhelm PRINTZ in the biographical note 
on Nilakantha appended to his Berlin dissertation entitled Bhdsdwirter in 
Nilakanjha's Bharatabhavadipa und in anderen Sanskritkommentaren 
Nilakantha, according to his own statements, was a Maharastra Brahmin 
of the Gautama Gotra, with the surname Caturdhara (modern Chaudhari), 
eldest son of Govinda Sari and Phullimbika, residing at Kirparagrama 
(modem Kopargaon) on the Godavari. Nilakantha wrote his commentary 


1 Zeitschrift fur vérgleichende Sprack{orschung, Vol. 44, pp, 69-109 ; rti- 
cularly p. 701. ” ee 


EPIC STUDIES V 265 


on the Mbh. and on the Ganedagité (a section of the GapeSapurana) in 
Benares, in the last quarter of the seventeenth century,’ the latter (Ganega- 
git) being composed in A.D, 1694.2 

In the beginning of his commentary on the Mbh. Nilakantha 
tells us that before writing his commentary, the Bhdratabhavedipa, he had 
compared many (bakin) copies of the Mbh., collect-{187}-ed together from 
different parts of India (vibhinnadeSyén) in order to ascertain the correct 
reading (pdtham agryam) and also consulted older commentaries: We ac- 
cordingly find that he frequently mentions variant readings and “ additional” 
passages found in the versions consulted by him, and he cites the explana- 
tions given by older scholiasts ;* information, scanty though it be, of im- 
mense interest and value for the history of the received text. 

(i) Devabodha and Sarvajna-Naréyana. 

In marked contrast to Nilakantha stands Devabodha, whom I regard 
as probably the oldest and therefore the most important commentator of the 
Mbh. He is extremely reticent about himself and his predecessors, but is 
cited or mentioned by several commentators, who must therefore have lived 
after him. One of such successors of Devabodha was Sarvajfia-Narayana. 
Sarvajiia’s Bharatarthaprakase has fortunately been preserved, though it is 
nob definitely known whether his commentary on all the eighteen parvans of 
the Mbh, is now available. His commentary on the Virata and the Udyoga 
has already been published by Mahadeva Shastri Baxre« The Bombay 
Government MSS. Collection (No. 180 of 1891-95) contains a fragment of 
his commentary on the Adi, comprising merely the first adhyaya with the 
beginning of the second ; while the Madras Government Collection (No. 2169) 
contains another fragment which lacks the beginning. In the colophon of 
the latter MS., Sarvajiia is styled paramehamsa-parivrajakdcarya ; he was 
therefore a sarhnyasin. 

Now Sarvajfia explicitly refers to Devabodha in the beginning of his 
commentary on the Udyoga : 


aeatt Vatteer arrareqadtsa: | 
Shoes fry’ eragaiaaaticerneniay 0 


3 He was apparently a protégé of Anipasithha, who was a contemporary of 
Shah Jahan. 

# The year of composition is given as Sarnvat 1750. The name of the com- 
mentary is Ganapatibhavadipika, C{. the name of his Mbh. commentary, Bharata- 
bhavadipa ; see next note. 

, araaes Ataterateraaans a WeATTT | 

Seat Qemreqast WTR aA: Ut 

«Cf. my Adiparvan (Poona 1933), Prolegomena, pp. Lxv ff. 

% The Virataparvan was published in 1915, and the Udyogaparvan in 1920, 
by the Gujarati Printing Press of Bombay. 

° Rewari? 

18 
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{188} This stanza is curiously enough not found in the commentary 
of Sarvajfia as printed in the Gujarati Press edition of the Udyoga, but 
occurs in both the MSS. of the work in the Bombay Government Collection 
(deposited at the Institute), bearing Nos. 33 of A 1879-80 and 168 of 
1884-87 respectively. The priority of Devabodha is, however, independ- 
ently established by another direct reference to Devabodha in the body of 
the published commentary itself, to which my attention was recently drawn 
by my friend and colleague Professor Sushil Kumar De of Dacca Univer- 
sity, who is editing the Udyoga for the Institute. In Sarvajfia's comment 
on B, 5. 96. 41 (on p. 327 of the Gujarati Printing Press edition), we find : 


Ratan | 
amet ehrtd agart ate a1 
arerided Aq wake see: 
a 1 SP srpstts ghee... 1 
This quotation can unfortunately not be verified; for in the very old 
Bengal Asiatic Society's palm-leaf MS. (No. 3299) of the unpublished com- 
mentary on the Udyoga by Devabodha the corresponding folio is missing ' 
But there is no reason to doubt its authenticity. 
This establishes Devabodha’s priority to Sarvajfia. We therefore get 


Series 1: Devabodhe—Sarvajia 


Now this Sarvajfia-Narayana must be identical—as has indeed been 
assumed by JoLLy,? BUH ER,> HoLtZMANN,‘ and others’—with the Sarvajfia- 
Narayana (also called Narayana-Sarvajfia) the author of the Manvarthavetti 
or Manvarthanibandha, a {189} well-known commentary on the Manusmrti, 
published by V. N. MANDLIK.* The assumed identity of the two commen- 
tators at present rests, it is true, merely on the identity of the names, but 
can scarcely be regarded on that account as doubtful. It is hardly conceiv- 
able that there were two different Sarvajfia-Nariyanas, both commentators 
of well-known works on Dharmaédstra like the Mahabbdrata and the 
Manusmyti. 

‘The date of Sarvajfia has been fixed on the basis of certain quotations. 





1 ‘This important passage was verified by me in a MS. of Sarvajfia’s ‘com- 
mentary deposited at the Institute, namely, Bombay Government Collection No. 33 
of A 1879-80 (fol, 194°). 

. % Tagore Lectures, p. 11; passage cited in BurNe.l’s Tanjore Catalogue, 
p. 126, Cf, also Recht und Sitte, p. 31. 

4 The Laws of Manu, S. B, E., vol. 25, p. Cxx. 

« Das Makabharate und seime Theile, Kiel 1894, 3. Band, p. 71. 

5 Cf. Kane, History of Dharmesastra, Poona 1930, vol. I, pp. 157, 708. 

* Miénave-Dharma-Sastre, Bombay 1886. 

* Cf. R. G. BHANDARKAR’s Report on the Search for Skt, MSS. for 1883-84, 
p. 62. 
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BUHLER cautiously remarks that Sarvajfia-Narayana “cannot have written 
Jater than in the last half of the fourteenth century,’”? but the recent resear- 
ches of KANE tend to show that Sarvajiia flourished between A.D. 1100 and 
13002 

(8) Arjunamigra* 

Both Devabodha and Sarvajiia are mentioned and cited several times by 
the Bengali commentator Arjunamigra, the manner in which Arjunamisra 
tefers to Devabodha suggesting that in his time Devabodha’s commentary 
possessed an established reputation. These references are as follows : 

(a) In the foreword to his scholium (Bombay Govt. Coll. No. 30 of 
A 1879-80 = Da, of the Critical Edition), Arjuna pays homage to his prede- 
cessors, citing by name several of them. Devabodha, he mentions with 
special reverence, whose commentary (among others) he had carefully 
studied before writing his own commentary on the Mbh.: 

ResqateinnenteRaetertermmnbserraN a: 
aftathanaacnrster wera: t 
featsgatie axcriettiar v 

Worth noting is the fact that in the long series of names of Bharata- 
cAryas cited by Arjuna at the beginning of the above extract, the 
first four names Vyasa and Vaigarhpayana, Devabodha [190} and Sarvajfia 
have been recited in the correct order of precedence and chronology, a point 
to which we shall return in the sequel. 

(b) Arjuna mentions the Acdryas again in the list of his (immediate 
and remote) “Gurus”, placing this time Devabodha at the head of the list, 
which ends with the name of his father, who (as we know from other sources) 
was a well-known reciter (pathaka)+ of the Mbh. 

dradehaetemfiecraTet: t 
arerasret arte: Prat sy aeat a 

(c) In the short introduction which prefaces his commentary on the 
Virata,* Arjuna twice mentions Devabodha, once to give expression to the 
high esteem in which Arjuna holds him and again to record his gratefulness 
to his illustrious predecessor ; 


aqeareeratantet TeITT | 
Sataraed gad Baath aay tt 





1 BOHER, op. cit. p. cxxix. 

2 KANE, op. cit, p. 157. e 

® See also my paper on Arjunamiéra in the Sir J. J. Modi Commemoration 
Volume, p. 565. 

4 See my “ Arjunamifra,” p. 566. 

® Gujarati Printing Press edition, p. 2 (right column). 


(a) Finally, while commenting on 1, 143. 34 (a difficult stanza, giving 
a fanciful derivation of the name Ghatotkaca), Arjuna mentions two read- 
ings which had both won the approval of Devabodha : 

Saregd Ravtaateit (sic) dreny 

These two readings are in fact mentioned by Devabodha : vide fol. 37” 
of the Baroda MS. of Devabodha’s commentary on the Adi. 

The above extracts taken together indisputably prove that Arjunamigra 
‘was posterior to both Devabodha and Sarvajiia-Nanayana. Adding the name 
of Arjunamigra to Series 1, we get 

Series 2: Devabodha—Sarvajia—Arjunam@®ra, 

Some faint light on the question of the age of Arjunamiéra is thrown by 
a dated MS. of Arjuna’s commentary listed by the late M. M. Haraprasada 
Sdstri in his Notices of Sanskrit MSS., Second [191] Series, Vol. I (Cal- 
cutta 1900), p. 298 (MS. No. 295). The late Mahamahopadhyaya reported 
that it was a carefully written palm-leaf MS. of Arjuna’s commentary on the 
Moksadharma, called Moksadharmarthadipika written in archaic Bengali 
characters and belonging, apparently, to Babu Saradaprasanna GHosE of 


Kelomal, Tamluk. The MS. gave the date of writing as Saka 1456 (ca. 
AD, 1534) 2 
I may here draw attention to some stanzas added by the copyist, which 
are to the effect that already at the time when the copy was made, correct 
MSS. of Arjuna’s commentary were a rarity even in Bengal, the home of the 
commentator, which can only be explained by assuming, as pointed out 
already by Mahadeva Shastri BAKRE that there was a considerable interval 
of time between the two. The stanzas I am referring to are : 
Rag: aqyeata fggragteR: | 
srghrerrey Syet eT Feisyat Aa U 
errr ehraperceysa: | 
fgat Rear seared angers 
The date Saka 1456 (ca. A. D. 1534) is then the lower limit of the age o! 
Arjuna, but the date of Arjuna, if we rely on the information vouchsafed by 
the copyist, must be long prior to A. D. 1534. 
(iit) Nilakantha. 
We return to Nilakantha, who is the next great Mbh. commentator, anc 
who cites or mentions Devabodha, Sarvajfia-Narayapa and Arjunamiéra, no! 





* Read edie dart? oa 
3 ‘The reference is given in the Gujarati Printing Press edition of the Virita 
parvan, Introduction, p. 6, 
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indeed in the introduction to his commentary on the Mbh., where he mentions 
a number of his “Gurus”, but elsewhere in the course of his well-known 
scholium. Here are the references. 

(a) While commenting on 1. 158. 14, a stanza with numerous variants, 
Nilakantha cites an old variant of the entire stanza, mentioning Devabodha 
in that connection. 

aT erga: UAT aT a RTA: | 
steer witht & at aqreia 4 
{192} gf otter: Net RaatenkePrecreqrsena 

It is worthy, of note that Nilakantha regards the variants as ancient, 
owing to its having been explained by “ Devabodha and others”. He must 
therefore consider Devabodha as an ancient authority. 

‘What Nilakantha regards as ancient is of course a matter for specula- 
tion. Nevertheless I do not think that Nilakantha would have used the word 
bracing in connection with Devabodha unless the interval between them was 
at least three or four centuries. 

In passing it may be mentioned that this reference to Devabodha by 
Nilakantha is yet another instance of the practice of mentioning names of 
Acaryas honoris causa (pijartham),* because the reading cited by Nila- 
kantha is probably not that of Devabodha at all, who to judge by the lem- 
mata in his commentary must have had before him a stanza differing from 
the corresponding stanza of the Critical Edition merely in reading Sakunck 
for kuyapak of the Critical Edition (1. 158. 14). The third pada of the 
stanza as cited by Nilakantha is certainly the reading of the T G version, 
found otherwise only in three conflated N MSS., and in a fourth one written 
in the margin ; while the last pada was found by me only in four MSS. (K, 
B, M,, ) of my critical apparatus, one of them (B,) having as a matter of 
fact the reading of our text in the margin! It is therefore most improbable 
that Devabodha had commented on the particular variant version cited by 
Nilakantha, and it is really doubtful to me whether Nilkantha had at all 
Devabodha’s commentary before him. Devabodha is referred to by Nila- 
kantha merely as one of the ancient Acaryas. 

(b) While commenting on B. 7. 82. 2, Nilakaptha notices a variant 
interpretation of madhuparkika given by Devabodha : 

aguiter: agreaqa vechtfs eave: | 

(c) Nilakantha's reference to Sarvajfia will be found in his comment 

on B. 5, 40. 10 (Gujarati Printing Press ed., p. 131) : 


{193} fee teh ade: 1 erat: rea: eferorad: a eT ARENT: | 





4 This passage was already cited by me in the Critical Edition of the Adi- 
Parvan, p. 666. 
2 CE. ZDMG, Vol. 66 (1912), p. 541 f. 
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and again in the same adhyaya, a few stanzas further on (B. 5. 40. 26), 
we find : 


stetetataiy reat: | qatar aan | ade Are a 
@ ent annaer: 

A reference to Sarvajfia’s commentary printed in the same work 
(p. 131 f.) will show that all these explanations do as a matter of fact occur 
in the commentary of Sarvajiia, while they are nof met with in any of the 
three other commentaries printed there. 

(da) For Nilakantha’s mention of Arjundmiéra, I may draw attention te 
Nilakantha’s comment on B, 3. 291. 70, a stanza at the end of the Ramo- 
pakhyana, where he mentions various explanations of the word jariithya, 
among them the one given by Arjunamisra, whom he mentions by name : 

sreeary Parmetirentaia engatir: 1 

These various extracts establish the posteriority of Nilakantha to Deva- 
bodha, Sarvajfia-Narayana and Arjunamiéra. Adding Nilakantha to 
Series 2, we get 

Series 3: Devabodha—Sarvajiia— 
Arjunamisra—Nilakantha. 

It will be remembered that as each member of this series of four names 
clearly cites one or more of his predecessors, this is a chronological sequence 
whose correctness is absolutely incontrovertible. 

(iv) Vimalabodha. 

There is moreover a subsidiary series connected with a Mbh. commen- 
tator called Vimalabodha, to which we shail now turn our attention. 

It will be recalled that in the excerpts given above from the commentary 
of Arjunamiéra, the commentator twice mentions Vimalabodha in close proxi- 
mity to Devabodha. Therefore it is evident that Arjunamiéra is posterior 
to Vimalabodha, whose commentary (tiki) variously known as Durghatartha- 
prakasini [194] or Visamaslok has fortunately been preserved. In the intro- 
duction to this unpublished commentary, a copy of which is to be found in 
the Bombay Government Collection (No, 84 of 1869-70), while speaking of 
his predecessors, Vimalabodha says (fol. 1) : 

Rrengareatrratrentt Pete: 1 
Seerrarctente Reenter + 1 
aie saren Refer gtenineft-t 1 

Again while giving the etymologies of the name of the Sita, Loma- (or 

Roma-)harsana, Vimalabodha observes (fol. 2) ; 
eet stat aiteragekers et Sagivamee erty ee: | 


2 See HOLTZMANN, op. cit. vol. 3, p. 72. 
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Undoubtedly the Devasvaimin mentioned in the firet excerpt is the same 
as the Devabodha (who in the colophons of his commentary is styled parema- 
hamsa-parivrdjakécarya) in the second. Incidentally it may be pointed out 
that the etymology of Loma- (or Roma-)hargana mentioned by Vimalabodha 
is actually to be found in Devabodha’s scholium. In the Baroda MS. 
(11372) of the unpublished commentary of Devabodha, we read (fol. 3 b, 
line 1 £.) : 


Fant pieatitennr Treg sretoem~T |, 
which substantially agrees with the excerpt in the commentary of Vimala- 
bodha. 
Since Arjunamiéra mentions Vimalabodha, and Vimalabodha cites Deva- 
bodha, we get a subsidiary series, namely, 


Series 4: Devabodha—Vimalabodha—Arjunamiére. 


Thus far we have been treading on solid ground and the correctness of 
Series 1-4 is, as far as I can judge, absolutely unimpeachable. 

In trying to combine Series 3 and 4, however, there arises the difficulty 
that no cross reference has hitherto been found in the works of Vimalabodha 
on the one hand and Sarvajfia-Narayana on the other. Their relative chrono- 
logical position is, therefore, a matter for speculation. It is possible, how- 
ever, to combine the two series tentatively, on the equivocal testimony of 
Arjunamigra, which we shall proceed to examine more closely. 

{195} In one of the lists of the Acdryas cited by Arjunamiéra, we have 
the sequence, Veda-Vyasa, VaiSathpayana, Devabodha, Vimalabodha, 
Sarvajfia-Nardyana, Sandilya Madhava. Here the first two pairs, as was 
pointed out above, have been named in the correct chronological order, the 
earlier author being placed first, in conformity with the rule governing the 
sequence of the members of a Dvandva compound (P. 2.2.34 Va. ). Deva- 
bodha is, as we have seen, prior to Vimalabodha as surely as Vyasa, the 
Teputed author of the Great Epic, is prior to Vaiéarhpayana. Further in 
both lists the father of Arjunamiéra is mentioned last. These facts suggest 
the surmise that the whole series is arranged in the strict chronological 
sequence, If this surmise be correct, then Sarvaifia-Narayana would be 
posterior to Vimalabodha, and we get, tentatively, the sequence: Vimala- 
bodha—Sarvajfia. 

It may, however, be noted that such names are often found arranged on 
the diametrically opposite principle of utterottoragartyastva, i.e., naming the 
more important persons later, which is however not admissible in the parti- 
cular instance ; or even arranged on no principle at all ; or at least on some 
principle which it is difficult for us to comprehend. In fact a subsequent 
enumeration of these same Ac&ryas by the same Arjunamigra is in partial 
conflict with the eartier list! There the sequence (already given above) is 
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Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Saqdilya Madhava, Niérayana-Sarvajfia. Here 
Sarvajfia-Narfiyana has been placed efter Sandilya Madhava, while in the 
former list he is placed before them! This irregularity apart, the lists tally 
with each other, 

It is not, however, impossible to resolve this contradiction and harmonize 
the data. There is a notable difference between the two lists. The first one 
is in prose, the second is an anustubh stanza. I am disposed to attach more 
importance to the sequence of the prose enumeration, and to regard the change 
of sequence in the other as due to the exigencies of metre The first again 
is a formal expression of homage (nameskriyd), where the principle of prior- 
ity has been, it seems, rigidly observed ; on the other hand, the second is 
merely a collective metrical list of the author's “ Gurus,” where the considera- 
tion of rank and precetlence did {196} not perhaps prevail so much. I may 
also point out that the first list is in the form of a Dvandva compound, while 
in the second the persons have been all independently mentioned. If these 
considerations have any value, then we may postulate, at least tentatively, 
another series, 


Series 5: Devabodha—Vimalabodha— 
Sarvajnio—Arjunae—-Nilekaniha, 


where the relative position of Vimalabodha and Sarvajfia alone is open to 
doubt, 

Of these five commentators, as was mentioned above, Sarvajiia could not 
have lived later than the latter half of the fourteenth century and flourished 
probably between A. p. 1100 and 1300; while Arjunamisra lived some time 
prior to 4. D. 1534. Moreover, if the position assigned in Series 5 to 
Sarvajfia be correct, then both Devabodha and Vimalabodha must have lived 
Jong prior to A. p. 13002 

* . . 
§2, Wat was DevapopHa’s VERSION OF THE MAHABHARATA LIKE? 

The only commentary of the Mahabharata completely printed so far is 


2 Since the above was written, two efforts have been made to fix the date of 
Arjunamiéra. Mr. Jogendra Chandra Guosu (Indian Culture, Vol. I, p. 706ff.), 
working on the data supplied by certain ancient pedigrees preserved in Bengal, 
arrives at the date ca. A.D. 1300 for Arjunamiéra ; but it may be pointed out that 
the method of fixing precise dates on the basis of pedigrees alone never gives entirely 
reliable resulta, On the other hand, Mr. P. K. Gove of the Bhandarkar Institute 
Undian. Culture, Vol. 2, p. 141 £f.), relying on his identification of the Satya-Khéna, 
who was a patron of Arjunamigra (see Sir J. J. Modi Commemoration Volume, 
p. 566), argues for a date between A.D. 1450 and Ap, 1500, There is thus a 
difference of about 200 years between the two computations. But the matter is still 
sub judice, and more light on the question may be expected from further investiga- 
tion of the question which is being carried on by these two scholars. 

2 See further the Appendix at the end of this paper (below, p. 202). 
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the Bhératabhavadipa by Nilakantha. The Gujarati Printing Press of Bom- 
bay has done, however, inestimable service to the cause of Mahabharata 
studies by publishing other commentaries at least on the Vinita and Udyoga, 
edited by Mahadeva Shastri {197} Baxre. The Virdtaparvan Volume 
(published in 1915) contains, besides (1) the Bharatebhavadipa, the com- 
mentaties of (2) Arjunamiéra, (3) Caturbhuja, (4) Vimalabodha, (5) 
Ramakrena, (6) Sarvajfia-Narayana and (7) Vadiraija, as also a commentary 
called (8) the Visamepadaviverana of unknown authorship. The Udyoga- 
parvan Volume (published in 1920) includes, on the other hand, besides (1) 
the Bhératabhavadipa, the commentaries of (2) Arjunamiéra, (3) Vimala- 
bodha, (4) Sarvajiia-Narayana and (5) Vadiraja.” A commentary more 
important than any of these and one more neglected still is the Jadnadipika 
of Devabodha. Until recently nothing was in fact known about Devabodha 
or his commentary on the Mahabharata save what is contained in perfunctory 
notices of Sanskrit MSS., which has been summarized in HoLTZMan’s meri- 
torious work Des Mahdbhéreta (Vol. 3, section 14, para 3, p. 70f.). A 
selection of Devabodha’s readings and glosses was for the first time published 
by me in the critical notes of the Adiparvan Volume? 

T have shown in the previous section that Devabodha is indubitably 
earlier than Nilakanta, Arjunamigra, Sarvajfia-Naréyana or even Vimala- 
bodha, and is therefore in all probability the earliest commentator of the 
Mahabhfrata hitherto known. It is therefore needless to add that the com- 
mentary is most valuable and its evidence, both positive and negative, of 
supreme importance for the constitution of the text. 

The MS. of the commentary (which is unaccompanied by the epic text) 
utilized by me for the Adi belongs to the Baroda Central Library (Sanskrit 
Section) and was kindly placed at my disposal by Dr. Benoytosh Buatra- 
cHarYA, Director of the Oriental Institute of Baroda, to whom my sincere 
thanks ate due for the kind loan.s This paper MS. which bears the identifi- 
cation No. 11372, contains the commentary on Adi only and is written 
in {198} Devanagari characters of about the seventeenth century. The bulk 
of the MS. is in a fair state of preservation, though in many places the text 
is extremely corrupt. In our MS. the name of the commentary is given as 
JAanadipika ; but, according to HOLTZMANN (op. cit. Vol. 3, p. 71), it is also 
known as Mahdbharata-tatparyatika or tatparyadipika. MSS. of this com 
mentary are rare, and no complete copy has yet been found. 


1 Vadiraja’s commentary on the Sabh3 has been published by Prof. PLP, 
Subrahmanya Sastat as an Appendix to his edition of the Sabha according to the 
Southern recension (Madras 1932). For Vadirja’s date see further below (pp. 203- 
210) the note on the subject by Mr. P. K. Goos. 

3 See alt Profegomena, p. EXX. Yi 

bd Thee bo anther ‘MS. of the commentary in the Asiati¢ Society of Bengal, 
which was alao consulted by me. 
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In the colophon the author is described as peramaharhsa-parivrdjaka. 
He must therefore have belonged to an order of Sarinyasins. The name of 
his Guru is given as Satyabodha. This is all the personat data we have at 
Present about Devabodha. 

The jvtanadipika is a concise tikd, that is, a running commentary para- 
phrasing the difficult words of the epic text and occasionally explaining the 
gist or purport (fatparya) of the original. The extent of the text of the 
commentary on the Adi is given at the end of our MS. as 1,400 granthas. 

The homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his 
scholium is by no means a matter of mere form. Arjuna appears to have 
made a very close study indeed of the scholium of Devabodha, and based his 
own commentary, on the Adi at least, largely on that of his predecessor. He 
has copied very large portions of Devabodha’s commentary, sometimes ver- 
batim, sometimes in extracts. Moreover, even when the commentators differ, 
the influence of Devabodha is plainly discernible. In fact, Arjuna’s Artha- 
dipika may be considered, as I have remarked elsewhere,» as a revised and 
enlarged edition of Devabodha’s Janadipikd. Unlike the commentary of 
Nilakantha, that of Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. The 
question, therefore, naturally arises what was Devabodha’s text like ? 

‘When we read the commentary along with any of the old printed edi- 
tions of the Mahabharata, like the Calcutta or the Bombay or the Kumbha- 
konam editions, we are at once struck by the singular disparity between the 
text and the commentary. Not only does Devabodha’s commentary contain 
many words or expressions which do not occur at all in the Vulgate, but it 
also cites, at times; verses or stanzas which read differently in the 
{199} Vulgate, One also comes across passages and even adhyayas of the 
‘Vulgate on which one expects some comment but which are left wholly un- 
commented by Devabodha. 

The Southern recension may be categorically ignored in our search for 
the prototype of Devabodha’s commentary, as this commentator does not 
know even a single one of the many passages peculiar to the Southern recen- 
sion. He further does not show the typical Southern transposition of the 
Sakuntal& and Yay&ti episodes, nor the characteristic position of the prose 
genealogical adhyfya (called pitruvamSénukirtane), after the chapter con- 
taining the eulogy of the epic (BharatapraSansa). 

The vulgate (with the Bengali) may likewise be excluded. It agrees 
with Devabodha’s text up to a certain point ; but the divergences, which are 
numerous, remain inexplicable. There remain then only the Sarada and the 
“K” versions. And with them, the version of Devabodha does, as a matter 
of fact, show very close affmity. 

It is worthy of note that Devabodha has no commentary on any of the 


1 Adiparvan, Prolegomena, p. LEX. 
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six adhyayas of the Vulgate which are completely missing in the Sarad4 and 
the K MSS, and which have also been completely omitted in the Critical Edi- 
tion of the Adi. They are the following adhyayas of the Vulgate : (i) adhy. 
22 (duplicate description of the ocean) ; (ii) adhy. 24 (Anina is appointed 
charioteer of the Sun, art evident digression and interpolation) ; (iii) adhy. 
116 (birth of Dubsald : a fairy tale of questionable authenticity) ; (iv) 
adhy. 139 (an absurd chapter describing further exploits of the Pandavas 
and containing a reference to Yavana kings) ; (v) adhy. 140 (Kanikaniti) ; 
and finally, (vi) adhy. 149 (Pandavas’ crossing the Ganges, a passage of 
doubtful value). 

But on principle, we cannot attach very great importance to such omis- 
sions, a8 a commentator is apt to skip in the Mahabharata any adyhaya which 
he thinks too simple to need any comment. This explanation will apply to 
most of the omissions mentioned above, but will not hold good in the case of 
the Kanikaniti an adhy. of 140 stanzas, which has evoked lengthy comments 
from both Arjunamira and Nilakantha ; we expect some comment on this 
adhyaya by a commentator like Devabodha. 

{200} Much more important from our point of view is an addition 
characteristic of the Kaémiri version. This version adds at the very end of 
the Adi a supplementary (and entirely superfluous) adhyaya, which contains 
merely a varient version of the well-known Puranic tale of Svetaki’s sacrifice, 
occurring earlier in the course of this very parvan, and which was known to 
Ksemendra. Curiously enough the king who is called Svetaki in the first 
version is here called Syetaketu! That the version of Devabodha contained 
this interpolated (supplementary) adhyaya is proved by the concluding 
Temark of Devabodha on this adhyaya (fol. 48) : 


Rater Aasyha a | 

This remark, as I have pointed out elsewhere, will not apply to any ver- 
sion which did not have the supplementary adhydya containing the story of 
Svetaketu, which in fact is peculiar to the Garad4 and the K versions. These 
facts demonstrate that the version of Devabodha agrees with the Garadi and 
K versions with respect to both addition and omission of whole adhyayas. 

The conclusion regarding the affinity between the two versions is fortified 
by many minor agreements in point of shorter passages and even readings of 
individual stanzas. 

For example, Devabodha has no comment on any portion of the Brahmi- 
Ganeéa episode (40 stanzas in the Vulgate), which is missing in ite entirety 
only in the KaSmiri and the Bengali versions, Again, for 1. 105. 4-7 of the 
Critical Edition the Vulgate substitutes a lengthy passage of 56 lines, which 
is entirely ignored in the commentary of Devabodha, who on the other hand 
cites 7*> (a line not known to the Vulgate), in exact agreement with the 
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Sarada and K versions (besides the Southern recension), but in direct oppo- 
sition to the Bengali and the Devanagari versions. In connection with the 
omission of adhy. 139-140 of the Vulgate mentioned above, the Sarada and 
K versions omit the first 19 stanzas of the following adhyaya (namely, adhy. 
141 of the Vulgate). In conformity with that, the first 19 stanzas of adhy. 
141 are ignored completely in the scholium of Devabodha. It may be noted 
that the omission of adhy. 129-140 together with the first 19 stanzas of adhy. 
141 of the Vulgate [201] makes an aggregate and continuous omission of 139 
(= 27 + 93+19) stanzas of the Vulgate, a not inconsiderable portion of the 
text. Likewise there is no commentary on nearly 70 stanzas of adhy. 128 
and 129 of the Vulgate, which are omitted only in the Sdrada-K group and 
the Critical Edition. 

This affinity is further borne out by agreements as regards minor tead- 
ings too numerous to mention. 

These considerations make it, in my opinion, perfectly clear that the 
version of Devabodha is closely allied to the Sarada and K versions. 

Though the Sarada version and what 1 have called the “K” version run 
for the most part parallel to each other, there are in fact minor discrepancies 
between the MSS, of these versions, which indicate different sources. But as, 
on the one hand, we have for the Adi a solitary MS. (S,) of the genuine 
Sarad4 (or Kagmini) version, and on the other hand we do not know the 
Provenance of the Devanagari MSS. which I have denoted by the symbol 
“K" (on account of their affinity to the version of Kaémir), it is at this 
stage not easy to explain these discrepancies between Sdrad4 and K. It would 
be also premature to say whether Devabodha’s version was more akin to 
Sarada or the K version. 


I may, however, draw attention to one instance which suggests to my 
mind and affinity with K rather than with the Sarada version, In 1. 68. 72 
the text reading is asatyavacana naryah (nom. plu.), “women (are) perfidi- 
ous,” a general statement. Only K;,. B, (m as in text) have, on the other 
hand, asatyavacane 'ndrye (voc, sing.), ““O thou perfidious (and) dishonour- 
able (woman) !"” K,, appear to have corrupt forms of the same. The 
vocative appears to be, therefore, peculiar to the K version, which differs here 
from the Sarad4, and which latter has the nom. plu. as in all other MSS. 
Now in agreement with K, Devabodha has andrye = vakre! One instance of 
an agreement like this is, I will readily admit, wholly inadequate to prove the 
point, It can only give an indication and may perchance give wrong 
indication. The question may, therefore, be left over for future investigation. 
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{202} APPENDIX. 


List of five major Mahabharata commentators arranged according to the 
Probable chronological sequence, with the names of their commentaries, 
approximate date, and sundry data about them. 








T " 
No. (Commentator Commentary Age Remarks 
1 :Devabodha _fRanadtpi, Sarnnydsin : pupil of 
: Mn diparye: Satyabodha, men- 
| tioned or ‘cited by 
‘Taeparyatipiia i Vimala, Arj, Ni. 
2 'Vimalabodha —_‘ Vigamasloka- ‘Mentions Vaigampa- 
p tka, yana’s Tika and 
’ Durghatartha- . ¢ites Devabodha 
\ |. prakaéini, (once as °svamin). 
Durbodhapa- 
dabhaiijini 
3 ‘Sarvajfia Bharatartha- Ante Mentions Dev. and is 
\Narayana i prakaéa 1300 cited by Arj. and 


Ni, as also by a 
lexicographer Raya- 
mukuta. (A.D. 1431). 


4 |Arjunamigra. | MahabhdratSr- jAnte © Mentions Dev. Vim- 
tha(pra)dipika, [1534 ala, S, Narayana, 


Bhiratasarh- 7 Seodilya ae 
grahadipika ‘Belongs to fern (or 
| Gauda) school. 


{Cited by Nil. One MS. 
of his comm. dated 
Saka 1456 (=ca, 


} AD, 1534)! 
5 '‘Nilakantha | Bharatabhiva- ca. 1700 Maharastra Brahmin. 
(Caturdhara dipa. | Son of Govindasiri 


and = Phullambika, 
tesident of Kopar- 
gaon on the Goda. 
vari. Mentions Dev., 
S. Narayana, Arj. 
Ratnagarbha and 
others, 























1 For Arjunamigra’s date, see also Mr. J. C. GHosu’s recent paper in Indian 
Culture, vol, 2 (1936), p. 585 ff. 
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*VI. The Bhrgus and the Bharata: A Text-Historical Study. 


The Bhrgus are unquestionably an interesting old clan" Tempted by 
the tantalizing affinity between the Sanskrit name Bhygu and the Greek 
$2éyo in the name of @Aevbas and of the DAsyiar, A. WEBER” 
postulated a genetic connection between the Indian and the Greck names, 
and even ascribed Indo-germanic antiquity to a certain legend about Bhrgu 
Varuni preserved in the Satapatha Brahmana (11. 6. 1), a legend of which 
he thought he had discovered a parallel in Greek mythology. The facile 
phonetic equation put up by WEBER has not, however, commended itself to 
other scholars, and we are not specially concerned with it either. But it 
cannot be gainsaid that the clan is very ancient and that some of their legends 
are of hoary antiquity, There are scattered notices about the Bhrgus to be 
found from the Vedic Sarhhitas onwards through the Brahmana, Aranyaka 
and Upanisad literature up to the Epics and the Puranas, steadily growing in 
volume and importance. 


{2} Not only is the clan ancient, its legends also are highly interesting, 
So suggestive in fact are the early myths of this clan that they had in former 
years engrossed the attention of many a student of Indian mythology, and 
called forth a variety of interpretations. Thus, A. BERGAGNE® looked upon 
the Bhrgu myth of the Rgveda as merely a more developed form of the early 
tradition about the descent of fire and identified Bhrgu with Agni. A, KUHN‘ 
and A. BarTHS agreed in regarding the Bhrgus as personifications of the light- 
ning flash, and KuHN® tried to harmonize the Greek myth regarding the des- 
cent of fire with the Vedic. A. WEBER,’ as already remarked, saw in a legend 
preserved in the Satapatha Brahmana a relic of primitive Indo-germanic 
mythology. But even the later legends of these people are not without a 


* {ABORT 18, 1-76.] 


1 The best general account of the Bhrgus has been given by S1eG in the 
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (edited by Hastincs), s. v. “ Bhygu,” from 
which the following details regarding previous work on this subject have been mainly 
extracted. For Vedic references see also MACDONELL and KettH, Vedic Index of 
names and Subjects, s. v. “ Cyavana”, “ Bhrgu”, etc. 


2 ZDMG 9 (1855), 237-243; “Eine Legende des Satapatha Braéhmana 
iiber die strafende Vergettung nach dem Tode.” 


& Religion Védique (1878-83) 1, 52-56. 


4 Herabkunft des Feuers und des Gattertranks (1859) 8ff [®Mythologiache 
Studien, Vol. 1. (1886), 10 ff.] 


5 Les Religions de l'Inde (Paris 1885), 8 
© Op. cit. 13 f7.[214 ff.]. 
t ZDMG 9 (1855), 242. - 
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certain amount of grandiosity and ostentation. Just consider the figure of 
Paragurama : a matricide, annihilator of the Keatriyas and finally an avatare 
of Viggu (the “ Preserver”) all in one. 

‘The popularity of the Parasurama legend in India is attested by the 
number of places, scattered all over India, which are associated with his name 
and his exploits and held sacred to his memory... Near the Kangra 
District? of the Punjab there is a very ancient temple dedicated to 
Paraéurama, (a name not yet applied to him in our epic), in which is depo- 
sited a copper-plate grant recording the gift of a village to a Brahmin study- 
ing the A. V. In the State of Udaipur* there is a sacred pool called Mar- 
kundiah where Rama is said to have bathed and atoned for his sins; 
likewise in Cape Comorin. In the Bijapur District‘ of the Bombay 
Presidency, an axe-shaped rock situated on a riverbank marks the spot 
where Rama is represented as having washed his famous axe (parasu), 
which has given him his nick-name ParaSurama, RAama-with-the-Axe ; a stone 
boulder situated in the river bed has preserved Parasurama’s foot-prints. 
Even this irresistible axe of his has been deified, and there is in Mysore State‘ 
a temple dedicated to it. Gokamp* shows a sacred poo! dedicated to Maha- 
deva, which is said to have been built by the son of Jamadagni. Even the 
Lakhimpur District? of distant Assam has a pool to show to which, accord- 
ing to popular belief, Paragurama had surrendered his dreaded axe, and 
which attracts pilgrims from every part of India. 

Notwithstanding the absorbing interest of the Bhargava myths, it is 
primarily not their interpretation that is attempted here. [3] That is a task 
fraught with difficulties and uncertainties, as also one which would call for a 
range of knowledge and a compose of mind to which the present writer can 
lay no claim. The modest aim of this paper is to collect and collate the 
Bhargava references in the Mahabharata, in other words, to give a succinct 
account of all that the Great Epic of India has to say about the Bhrgus. The 
choice of the source-book is, 1 think, abundantly justified, because the Maha- 
bharata, as I believe, is the richest mine for the exploration of the Bhargava 
material, a veritable thesaurus of Bhargava legends, containing as it does 
the largest number and the greatest variety of such legends. Even this 
material is naturally not entirely new, having already attracted the attention 
of scholars, but it seemed to me that it has not been studied with that degree 
of attention to details which it deserves. It is a trite observation but never- 


1 Cf, ANUJAN ACHAN, Parasurama Legend and its Significance, p. 8 {. citing 
the Imperial Gazetteer of India. The paper was read at the Eighth Session of the 
All-India Oriental Conference (Mysore 1935) and has since been published sepa- 
tately with the special sanction of the Government of Cochin. 


2 Imp. Gaz. 19, 124, * sbi, 16. 26. 
4 ibid. 5. 129, % ibid, 13, 148. 
® No reference given by ACHAN. 7 Imp. Gaz. 9. 8. 
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theless true that even what appears on the face of it to be a most insignificant 
detail might yield a valuable clue if looked at from the correct angle, which 
is often difficult to get. 

My intention is to pass under review here all the important myths and 
legends relating to the different Bhrgus, which occur in the Mah4bhirata, 
subjecting them to a critical analysis : to study the manner in which they are 
presented, to investigate their repetitions and even to examine their discre- 
pancies. We shall find that there are many more Bhargavas mentioned in 
our epic than commonly known and many more references to Bhargavas 
than commonly suspected. 

In essence, it must be admitted, this is merely a text-critical study, a 
subject which, having engaged my attention for a number of years, has ac- 
quired considerable fascination for me. But at the end of the paper it is 
shown that the investigation might at the same time yield results which are 
not without general vatue for a partial elucidation of the obscure history of 
this venerable old text. 

The Bhargava references could have been presented here in many 
different ways, but it appeared best to take them up for study in the sequence 
in which they appear in our epic, to examine the material book by book and 
chapter by chapter. The total number of passages of the Mahabharata in 
which the Bhargavas are mentioned is astonishingly large. Exigencies of 
space, [4} however, compelled the writer to restrict himself to the discussion 
of only the more important of the references. 

I add here a genealogical table which will enable the reader to follow 
the legends of the Bhrgus and the discussions about them with greater ease. 
The table is made up from the data of the Mahabharata itself, but it is un- 
doubtedly incomplete ; it appears to be very much abridged, lacking many 
details and intermediate links. 


GENEALOGICAL TREE OF THE BHRGUS (asrincep) 
Bhrgu (m Puloma) 


{ 
Kavi Cyavana (m. Sukanya & Arusi) 





| = 
Sukra I Sr tf we eae yell 
i (by Arusi) (by Sukanya) 
Devayani Aurva Pramati (m. Ghytéci) 


(m. Yayati) | 
| Reika (m. Satyavati) Ruri (m. Pramadvara) 


I \ 
Yadu © Turvasu Jamadagni (m. Renuka) Sunaka 


Krsna Rama Jaémadagnya 
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Strangely enough, already in the second chapter of the Adiparvan, the 
Parvasathgraha, which is in fact, for the greater part of it, something 
like a Table of Contents, we make our acquaintance with one of the Bhar- 
gavas, the most famous of them, Rima Jamadagnya,* not yet a full-fledged 
avatéra,® a character which iv reality has no connection whatsoever with the 
action of the sublime tragedy which is going to be unfolded in the epic. That 
comes about in this way. The place where the Mahabharata war was fought, 
as everybody knows who knows anything at all about the war, was called 
Kuruksetra (Gita 1,1) : 

{5} dharmoksetre Kuruksetre samaveta yuyutsavah | 

mamakak Pandavas caiva..... 


But the Siita UgraSravas, son of Lomaharsana, who recites the epic at 
the twelve-year sacrificial session held in the Naimisa Forest under the aus- 
pices of Saunaka, gives the name of the place as Samantapaficaka and is 
careful enough to add that he had visited that sacred spot (punyarh desam) 
and was as a matter of fact just returning from it (1. 1. 11 f.): 

Samantapaficakam nama punyarn dvijanisevitam | 
gatavan asmi tam desam yuddham yatrabhavat pura |! 
Péndavénam Kurinanh ca sarvesém ca mahiksitém | 
didrksur Ggatas tasmat samiparh bhavatam iha || 

That obviously needed a little explication. Accordingly we find in the 
beginning of the second chapter a query about this Samantapajficaka from the 
sages who formed the audience. They want to know all about this new place 
nf pilgrimage (1. 2. 1) : 

Samantapaficakam iti yad uktar: sitenandanc | 

etal sarvant yathanyayar Srotum icchémahe vayam jj 
And from the story narrated by the Sita it proves to be a Bhargava place 
of pilgrimage, situated probably somewhere in the neighbourhood of or with- 
in the limits of Kuruksetra* It was in fact, as the Siita proceeds to explain, 


1 In the Adiparvan, the references are to the Critica! Edition of that book 
Published by this Institute (Poona 1933); elsewhere to the Vulgate, the edition 
used being the Chitrashala edition (Poona 1929-1933). References ta the Vulgate 
are distinguished by prefixing “ B.” to them. 

® Special studies on Parasurama: Irawati Karve, “The Paraéurama Myth” 
in the Journal of the University of Bombay, vol. 1 (1932), pp. 115-139; and the 
paper by ANUJAN ACHAN cited above, Parasuréma Legend ond its Significance 
(1985), and Jarl CHARPENTIER, Paraju-Rama, Kuppuswamé Sastri Comm. Vol. 
(1987) pp. 9-36. 

* Cf. Hopkins, Epic Mythology (Grandriss d. indo-arischen Phil und Alter- 
tumskunde III. Bd., 1. Heft B), p. 212. 

+ In the Salyaparvan it is said that it is a holy place of pilgrimage situated 
on the Sarasvati C. 9. 2136. 
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the sacred spot where the Bhargava Rama, the foremost of weapon-bearers 
(Sastrabhrtém varah, 1. 2. 3), after extirpating the warrior race during the 
interval between the Treti and the Dvapara Ages, had made five pools of 
blood, probably forming a circle (hence obviously Samantapaficaka), and 
standing in the middle of the pools the terrible man offered the uncanny 
oblation of congealed blood to his forefathers, until the shades of the departed 
ancestors appeared before him and pacified him, giving him the boon that 
those sanguinary pools of his would become holy places of pilgrimage (1. 2. 
3 ff): 
Tretadvaparayoh sarndhau Rimoh Sastrabhytam varah | 


asakyt parthivam ksatram jaghandmarsacoditah || (3) 
Sa sarvan ksairam uisédya svaviryenanaladyutih | 
Samantapaficake pafica cakara rudhirahradan || (4) 
sa tesu rudhitambhaksu hradesu krodhamiicchitah | 

pitin sarhtarpayamasa rudhireneti nak Srutam || (5) 


{6} A few stanzas later we read that the Kuru-Pandava war was also 
fought at this Samantapaficaka (1. 2. 9) : 

Gniare caiva samprapte Kali-Duéperayor abhiit | 

Samantapaticake yuddham Kuru-Péydavasenayok || 
Samantapaficaka is thus made out to be only another name of Kurukeetra : 
evidently a Bhargava name.t The people of India have forgotten this Bhar- 
gava synonym : they remember only Kuruksetra, a name which has struck 
deep root in the memory of the people. Even now at every solar eclipse 
there is held at Kuruksetra, a mammoth fair, which attracts hundreds of 
thousands of devout pilgrims,? hailing from the different corners of India, 
who reverently visit the spot hallowed by the blood of their beloved kings of 
yore, those shining examples of knighthood and chivalry, who counting their 
lives as straw fell fighting, waging a holy war (dharmayuddha), which has 
made the Kuruksetra a dharmaksetra. 

In passing, it may be mentioned that this short account of the annihila- 
tion of the Ksatriyas by the Brahmin Rama Jamadagnya—a very popular 
theme, as will be seen later on, with the redactors of our Mahabharata—has 
been even amplified in later times by the interpolation of a short dialogue 


+ Samantapaficaka mentioned in Parvans 1, 3, 6, 7 and 9 only. That the war 
took place at Samantapaficaka is also mentioned in : 
B, 6, 1.6: SAMANTAPANCAKAD bahyath éibirdni sahasrasah | 
. kéray&masa vidhivat Kuntiputro Yudhisthirah || 
C. 7, 2725: évah érogyate éiras tasya Saindhavasya rane hatam | 
SAMANTAPANCAKAD bahyarh visoka bhava ma rudah || 
©. 9. 3082: etat Kurukgetra-Samantapaficakam | 
Prajapater uttaravedir ucyate |{ 
C. 9, 3620-21: Semantapaiicake punye trigu lokegu vidrute | 
ahath nidhanam asidya lokin prapsyami é&évatén || 
4 Imperial Galetteer of India, (1886) vol. 8 p. 374 f, 
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(of eight lines) between Rama Jamadagnya and his Bhargava ancestors 
(Adi 71°; cf. B, 3. 83. 29 ff.) : 

Réma Réma mohabhaga pritah sma tava Bhargava | 

anayd pitrbhaktya ca vikromena ca te vibho | 

varam vrpisva bhadram te kim icchasi mahddyute | 

Réma uviéca| 

yadi me pitarah pritd yody anugrahyata mayi | 

yoc ca rosdbhibhitena ksatram utséditarn maya | etc. 
This passage, which is an abridged version of a dialogue occurring in the 
‘Tirthayatraparvan, a sub-section of the Aranyakaparvan, is found at this 
point only in certain Devanagari MSS. (including those of the ““K” Version), 
and is missing in the Bengali MSS. as well as in the entire Southern recen- 
sion, and therefore certainly suspect. We shall have occasion to mention 
other similar enlargements of Bhargava anecdotes. 

{7} The next reference to the Bhargava Rama occurs in adhy, 58 of 
the Adi. and the theme is the same. .The chapter, as a matter of fact, des- 
cribes the circumstances which led to the incamation of the gods and god- 
desses of the Puramic pantheon on this earth of ours. But the account 
begins with an allusion to the great exploit of the Bhargava Rama, his total 
extirpation of the bad old kings of yore (1. 58. 4): 

triksaptokyiveh prthivion krted nitksatriyam puré | 

Jémadagnyas tepas tepe Mahendre pervatottame || (1) 
The first line of this stanza is worthy of special note. It occurs, with slight 
variations, over and over again in our Mahabharata, its exultant note ringing 
like a distant echo in the remotest corners and crevices of this huge epos, 
which was composed by Krsna Dvaipayana to spread in this world the fame 
of the high-souled Pandavas and of other puissant Ksafriyas (1. 56. 25.) : 


Krsne-Duaipdyanenedam krtamn punyacikirsuna || 
kittin prathayata loke Pandavanam mahdtmanam | 
anyesam kgatriyanam ca bhiridravinatejasam || 


‘When the Bhargava Rama, after making a clean sweep of the Ksatriyas, 
retired to Mount Mahendra, on the eastern coast of India, to practise auster- 
ities, there remained of the warrior caste only the females, and the Ksatriya 
race was in imminent danger of becoming totally extinct (Adi, 58). When 
the earth was thus bereft of Ksatriya manhood, the Ksatriya women, casting 
aside their pride, approached the Brahmins for offspring. With these 
Kgatriya women cohabited the Brahmins of rigid vows of those times, in 
pity for their sad plight. They cohabited with the Ksatriya women, not 
from passion, only in season, never out of season. Thus thousands of 
Ksatriya women conceived from their intercourse with pious Brahmins. 
Their children were the virtuous Ksatriyas, who ushered in again the Golden 
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Age. Thus sprang up a second Ksatriya race from the surviving Keatriya 
women, owing to their intercourse with ascetic Brahmins. The new genera- 
tion, blessed with long life, throve in virtue. And there were again esta- 
blished the four castes, having Brahmins at their head (1. 58. 8. 10); 
{8} evarn tad brahmanaih ksatram ksatriyasu tapasvibhit | 

jétam tdhyota dharmena sudirghendyusanvitam | 

catvaro ‘pi tadé varna babhiivur brahmanottarah || 

tah prajah prthivipala dharmavrataparayanah | 

Gdhibhir vyddhibhis caiva vimukidh servaso narak || 
Later the Asuras, defeated by the gods and expelled from heaven, in, order 
to continue their fight for supremacy, took birth in royal families, among 
animals and elsewhere on this earth, and so again godless kings were born 
here on the earth. The goddess Earth, oppressed by this vicious and godless 
creation, lodged a complaint with Brahma, who, with a view to freeing her 
from the tyranny of her oppressors, ordains that the various gods and god- 
desses, gandharvas and apsarases incarnate themselves, in different forms 
and shapes, to wage war with the Asuras, and annihilate them. 

In this legend, which is here skilfully interwoven with the much lauded 
exploit of the Bhargava Rama, the Brahmin appears in the réle of the 
de facto Creator of the Later Ksatriyas. But in a variant version of the 
same incident, which occurs in the Santi (adhy. 48-49 of the Vulgate) and 
which will be discussed in due course, the narrator, Sri-Kysna himself, while 
admitting that there was a general slaughter of the Ksatriyas, allows that 
some Ksatriyas had escaped death at the hands of the Bhargava Rama and, 
after his retirement to the forest, emerged from their places of concealment 
and resumed sovereignty. But in this prologue to the Adiparvan, however, 
Vaisarhpayana, as we have seen is quite certain that the Ksatriyas were totally 
annihilated by Rima and the race was entirely regenerated by Brahmins. 

Another little digression, adhy. 60, which explains the origin and geneal- 
ogy of the different orders of beings, from the gods downwards, contains also 
a genealogy of the Bhdrgavas, the only Brahmanic genealogy, besides that 
of the Angirasas? (a clan closely connected with the Bhrgus) considered by 
the epic bards worthy of inclusion in this chapter. 

This confused cosmogonic account (1. 60. 1 ff.) begins with the enumera- 
tion of the six mind-born (manasa) sons of Brahma and the eleven sons 
of Sthanu, namely, the eleven Rudras. The six mind-born sons of Brahmi 
are: Marici, Angiras, Atri, Pulastya, Pulaha and Kratu, which list does 
not include Bhrgu* Daksa [9} was born from the right thumb (avigustha) 


2 Even the Afigirasas are shown scant courtesy. Only one generation of the 
family is mentioned ; the sons of Angirasas were Byhaspati, Utathya and Sarhvarta ; 
they had a (nameless) sister. 

% These six “mind-bom” sons are mentioned again in 1. 59. 10. 


EPIC STUDIES VI 285 


of Brahma, and Daksa’s wife from his left thumb. Daksa begat fifty 
daughters on his wife, of whom he gave away thirteen, in a lot, to Kagyapa, 
son of Marci. Kaéyapa's offspring were the gods and the titans. The 
list of gods and demi-gods closes with the progeny! of Kaéyapa (1. 60. 39) : 

esa devagano rajan kirtitas te ‘nuparvasah | 

yam kirtayitva manujak sarvapapaik pramucyate || 
Immediately, after this list of celestials, come Bhrgu and his descendants 
(L. 60. 40) : 

Brahmayo hydayari bhittua niksrio bhegavan Bhrguh | 
The close proximity to the gods is perhaps intended to be an indication of 
the high position of the Bhrgus in the Precedence List. The genealogy 
given here is short and mentions only the well-known descendants of one 
branch of the Bhargava clan, the branch made famous by Rama Jamadagnya. 
The pedigree begins with Birgu, who also was a son of Brahma, being born 
by piercing his heart (Ardeya). 

But this ancestry of Bhygu is in conflict with another account found in 
the epic (AnuSasana 85 of the Vulgate), according to which Bhygu was born 
from the seed of Prajapati which had fallen in the fire. 

The latter account has partial Vedic support, for we read in the Aitareya 
Brahmaya (3. 34) that the seed of Prajapati became divided into three 
parts, from which were born Aditya, Bhygu and Angiras. On the other 
hand, in the Paficavirhéa Brahmana (18. 9. 1),* the paternity of Bhrgu with 
two others is attributed to Varuna. Further in the Satapatha Brihmaya 
(IL. 6. 1.1), Jaiminiya Brahmaya (1. 42) Taittiriya Upanigad (1. 3. 1. 1), 
Taittiriya Aranyaka (9. 1) also, Bhygu is said to be the son of Varuna; 
from Varuna, it is said, he obtained the knowledge of Brahma. 

There seems to be partial synthesis of some of these divergent versions 
in the confused AnuSasana account cited above, according to which, while 
Mahadeva, in the form of Varuna, was performing a sacrifice, Brahma was 
presiding and all the gods and the goddesses were present. Seeing that 
assemblage of celestial damsels of exceeding beauty, desire sprang up in the 
mind of Brahma, and he had an emission. As soon as the seed came out, 
Brahma took it up with the sacrificial ladle and poured it, like a libation 
of clarified butter, with the necessary mantras, on the burning fire. There- 
upon {10} three beings emerged from the sacrificial fire. One arose from 
the flames (bkrk) and hence he was called Bhygu ; another came out of the 
buming charcoals (arigéra) and hence he passed by the name of Angiras ; 
the third originated from a heap of extinguished coals and was called Kavi. 
This tradition we find faintly reflected im a stanza (Adi. 216"), interpolated 





1 1, 60. 33; Kasyapasya surasurah. 
2 Cf. Maitr. Samhité 4, 3. 9; 49. 4; Jaim. BaBhmana 2, 202. 
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in most MSS. of the Northern recension after 1. 5. 6 : 
Bhrgur maharsir bhagevan Brahmanéd voi svayambhuvé | 
Vorunesya kratau jatak pavakad iti nak Srutam || 
Here we see that the great seer, “ Bhagavan” Bhrgu is said to have been 
Produced by the self-create Lord Brahma during Varuna's sacrifice from Fire. 

However, to return to the pedigree of the Bhygus given in Adi 60, we 
find the statement that Bhrgu had two sons, Kavi (whose son was Sukra) 
and Cyavana, About both Sukra and Cyavana, we hear a great deal in our 
Mahabharata. From Cyavana the short pedigree runs as follows: Cya- 
vana-Aurva-Roika-Jamadagni-Rama. About Kavi and Reika alone the epic 
hag not very much to narrate, but it is full of the amazing powers and the 
wonderful exploits of the remaining Bhargavas mentioned here, for whom 
our epic shows great predilection. 

Thus we find, only a few chapters later, the epic relating at great length 
the well-known story of Yayati (Yayatyupakhydna, Adi. 71-80), in which 
ukra, the Asura priest, and his haughty and ambitious daughter Devayani 
play a prominent réle, and which probably contains a solid substratum of 
historic truth. Between Yayati and the Pandavas there intervene, according 
to the computation of PARGITER, nearly ninety generations. And thus although 
the connection of this episode with the main epic story is of most slender char- 
acter, it possesses considerable Bhargava interest, which is probably the main 
teason why it has been excerpted here from some Puramic source? The story 
of Yayati is introduced in the epic in the following manner. 

In adhy. 70, Vaisarnpayana briefly sketches the early history of the 
Lunar Dynasty, incidentally mentioning Yayati and his five sons. Jana- 
mejaya is not satisfied with this sketchy account and requests Vaisarhpayana 
to relate in detail the story of Yayati, a remote ancestor of the Pandavas, 
“tenth in descent from Prajapati” (daSame yah Prajapateh 1. 71. 1). The 
story of Yay&ti is as follows. 

{11} Brhaspati, son of Angiras, was the preceptor of the Devas, the 
Bhargava Sukra (KAvya Uéanas) that of the Asuras. Sukra, a powerful 
sorcerer, like all the other Bhargavas, had the knowledge of the secret of 
reviving the dead (sashjiveni vidyé); not so Brhaspati. The Devas were 
therefore handicapped in their wars with the Asuras. So at the instance 
of the Devas Brhaspati’s son Kaca goes to Sukra, who was then the priest 
sorcerer of the Asura king Vysaparvan and lives with him as his disciple in 
order to obtain from him a knowledge of the art of reviving the dead. 
Sukra’s beautiful daughter Devayani falls headlong in love with Kaca, son 
of Brhaspati, and boldly proposes marriage, an honour which Kaca politely 
but firmly declines. Subsequently one day when Devay4ni and Sarmisthi, 


It recurs almost verbatim in the Matsya Purana (adhy. 25-42), 


EPIC STUDIES VI 287 


the daughter of the Asura Vrsaparvan, are having a bath in a neighbour- 
ing river, Indra tossed their clothes about, which had been left by the girls 
on the river bank, so that Sarmistha by mistake took up the dress of Deva- 
yani. There ensues a hefty quarrel between the girls, and Sarmigtha throws 
her rival into a dry well overgrown with grass. And there she remains until 
she is seen and pulled out of the well by the gallant king Yayati, whom she 
promptly woos and who with the approval of her father, Sukra, marries her. 
Previously, as a recompense for her overbearing conduct towards Devayani, 
Sarmisth’, the Asura princess, had become Devaydni’s slave. She now ac- 
companies Devayani to the capital of Yayati and the three people live in 
happiness together for some time. Yayati has been warned beforehand by 
the Asura priest Sukra that he must on no account call Sarmisth4 on to his 
bed: she was only a slave-girl belonging to Devaydni's entourage. But 
Sarmistha prevails upon the soft-hearted and indulgent Yayati, by dint of 
importunity and feminine logic to act so that her menstrual period will not 
be wasted, “for the husband of one’s friend is as good as one’s own hus- 
band”. Yayati moved by her importunities admits the logic of Sarmistha’s 
requisition and begets on her secretly three sons, while Devayani has only 
two. Devayani learns the truth of the whole affair one day by accident, 
and goes in a huff to her father, complaining bitterly of the perfidy of her 
husband. The enraged Asura priest Sukra curses Yayati that he would 
instantly suffer the effects of premature decrepitude, and so it happens. 
$ukra relents, however, and adds that, as Yayati had acted from pure 
motives he might transfer his premature old age at will to any one who is 
willing to take it on in his stead. Accordingly Yayati exchanged his de- 
crepitude for the youth of his youngest son, {12} Piru son of the Asura 
princess Sarmigthd, who was the only one of his five sons willing to take 
on his old age and to whom he subsequently handed over his vast kingdom 
as a reward for his filial affection. 

In this version of the Yayati legend, the Bhargavi Devayani has it all 
her own way and poor Sarmistha, the Asura princess has been thrust in the 
background except in the finale, which raises Sarmistha’s youngest son to 
the throne and the tables are turned on Devaydni, the daughter of the Asura 
priest, Sukra. In spite of the Yayatyupakhydna, Indian tradition honours 
Sarmistha as the pattem of a wife most honoured by her husband ; for in 
Kalidaisa’s famous drama, when Kasyapa gives his parting blessing to his 
beloved daughter, Sakuntald, he could think of no better boon than to wish 
that she might be like Sarmisthd : 

Yayater iva Sarmistha bhariur bahumaté bhave | 
“Be thou highly honoured of thy husband, as was Sarmistha of Yayati!” 

The extermination of the Keatriyas by the Bhargava Rama and the 

subsequent regeneration of the Kgatriya race by pious Brahmins find a 
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mention already for the third time in adhy. 98 of the Adi: this time in the 
course of a conversation between Bhigsma and Satyavati. The continuance 
of the royal family of Kurus was sorely jeopardized by the untimely death 
of both the sons of Sarhtanu, Citrangada and Vicitravirya. Satyavati asks 
Bhisma to marry the young and beautiful widows of his half-brother 
Vicitravirya and beget children on them for the continuation of the race 
of the Kurus, a proposal which Bhisma firmly rejects as that would mean 
a deliberate breaking of his vow of celibacy. He proposes instead’ that a 
Brahmin be called to officiate (niyoga) and do the job. He cites a prece- 
dent for this Gpeddharma. It is no other than the story of the Bhargava 
Réma and its sequel. To avenge the death of his father, Bhisma relates, 
the Bhargava Rama slew Arjuna, the son of Kytavirya, king of the Haiha- 
yas. Then he set out on his war chariot to conquer the world. And taking 
up his bow, he hurled his mighty magical missiles (estras) and exterminated 
the Ksatriyas more than once. In days of yore this illustrious descendant 
of Bhrgu annihilated the Ksatriyas thrice seven times (1. 98, 3) : 
triksaptakrtvah prthivi kyta nikksatriyd pura| (11) 

Then from a high sense of duty, the virtuous Brahmins of the {13} day, 
skilled in the Vedas, co-habited with the widows of the Kastriyas massaered 
by the Bhargava Rama and begat on them offsprings and thus revived the 
almost extinct race of the Ksatriyas. Satyavati should unhesitatingly follow 
this excellent precedent and arrange for the revival of the dying race of the 
Kurus. 

So far we have come across only legends of the past achievements of 
the Bhargavas. The first reference to a direct contact between a Bhargava 
and one of the epic characters occurs in adhy. 121 of the Adi. In this pseudo- 
historical epic, the myth may not be properly regarded as concerned with 
events in time. Therefore the Bhargava Rama, who only a few chapters 
previously is said to have lived in the interval between the Treta and the 
Dvapara Ages is here represented as the teacher (guru) of Acdrya Drona, 
who lived in the interval between the Dvapara and the Kali Ages. The pu- 
pilship is only symbolical, but the basis of the symbolism is significant. 
Ac&rya Drona is the guru of the Kauravas and the Pandvas and of all the 
other valiant Ksatriyas of the time, and he was also one of the greatest war- 
riors on the side of the Kauravas in the Bharata War. But Acdrya Drona 
must also have a guru. And who would be more suitable as guru than the 
Bhargava Rama, who is the foremost of all weapon-bearers (servasastrabhr- 
tam varah) ? 

Once the symbol has been accepted, it is treated as real, and the myth is 
worked out in great detail. Thus we are told that when Droga had finished 
his studies and taken up the duties of a house-holder, he began ‘o feel the 
pinch of poverty. He then happened to hear that the Bhargava Rama was 
bestowing wealth on Brahmins. No inconsistency or anachronism is felt, be- 
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cause Rama is assumed to be “ ever-living” (cirajivin). So Drona presented 
himself before the great Bhargava, who was about to start for the forest, and 
asked for some wealth for himself. Rama ruefully confessed to him that 
whatever wealth he at one time possessed he had freely presented to the 
Brahmins ; he had even presented the earth to Kagyapa, his sacrificing priest. 
And now he had nothing left except his mortal body and his weapons and 
magical missiles (astras). He asked Drona to choose what he wanted, 
Drona of course chose the famous missiles with which Rama had conquered 
the whole earth. Rama accordingly gave all his {14} weapons to Drona, 
instructing him at the same time fully in the science of arms. 

This story of Drona and Rama was apparently popular, for we find it 
repeated in an abridged form in adhy. 154, it being related there to the Pan- 
davas by a Brahmin, who was urging them to proceed to the capital of Dru- 
pada to attend the svayarvara of Draupadi. 

We lear another fragment of Bhargava history from adhy. 169 to 172 
of the Adi, the Aurvopakhyana, which is, as a matter of fact, a digression 
within a digression. 

While the Pandava brothers were proceeding by slow stages to the capi- 
tal of king Drupada to attend Draupadi’s svayarmvera, they are opposed on 
the way by Citraratha Angarapama, king of the Gandharvas, whom Arjuna 
after a brief fight overcomes. Citraratha and Arjuna soon become close 
friends. This sudden friendship gives the necessary opportunity to the skil- 
ful raconteur to smuggle in some stories. Citraratha, as a matter of fact, 
relates to Arjuna a number of interesting but flimsily motivated anecdotes, 
which are a pure and unadulterated digression, among them the well-known 
story of Vasistha. It is related how Visvamitra, king of Kanyakubja, tried 
to seize Vasistha’s sacred cow (ka@madhenu) and, failing, tumed ascetic and 
in the end became a Brahmin ; how king Kalmasapada Saud4sa was cursed 
by Vasigtha’s son Sakti (or Saktri) to become a cannibal and how he began 
his career as a cannibal by devouring Vasistha’s own sons including Sakti ; how 
Vasistha subsequently freed the king from the effects of the curse. Then 
finally to dissuade his enraged grandson Paraéara, son of Sakti, from destroy- 
ing the whole creation in his frenzy, Vasistha relates to him the story of the 
Bhargava Aurva. It will thus be seen that the Bhargava Igend is emboxed 
within the Vasistha legend, which is itself an episode of the Caitraratha 
section. This story of Aurva is as follows, 

Once upon a time there was a king by name, Kytavirya of the Haih- 
yas, whose family priests were the Bhrgus. On them he bestowed great 
wealth. After his death the princes of his family, for some reason or other, 
demanded it back. The Bhrgus came out with some of it, but not all. It 
then happened that one of the Keatriyas, accidentally digging the ground in 
the settlement of the Bhrgus, came upon a large store of wealth buried under 
{15} ground, Enraged at what they naturally considered deceitful conduct 
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on the part of the Bhygus, the Ksatriyas used violence to the Bhrgus, and 
slew therm all indiscriminately. The Kgatriyas even hunted down the women 
of the Bhrgus. and with a view to exterminating the race killed all those that 
were pregnant. Pursued by the Ksatriyas, some of the Bhrgu women took 
shelter in the inaccessible fastnesses of the Himalayas. One of these women’, 
in order to perpetuate the race of the Bhargavas, had concealed her embryo 
in her thigh. The Ksatriyas, when they came to know of it, pursued her 
with the intention of decimating her embryo ; when, lo and behold, the child 
was bom from his mother’s thigh, blinding the Haihayas with his lustre. 
Bereft of sight, they roamed about in the forest, and, meekly approaching 
the faultless Brahmin lady, prostrated themselves before her, begging that 
their eyesight might be restored. “ My good sirs”, said the Brahmin lady, 
“YT have not robbed you of your eyesight, nor am I angry with you. But 
this scion of the Bhrgus seems certainly to be angry with you. Your eyesight 
has no doubt been destroyed by this high-souled Bhargava, whose wrath has 
been kindled by the massacre of his kinsmen. When you took to destroying 
even the embryos of the Bhrgu race, the child was held by me concealed in 
my thigh for one hundred years. That he may do good to the Bhrgu race, 
the entire Veda with its six avigas revealed itself to him when he was still in 
the womb. Being enraged at the slaughter of his kinsmen, he desires to kill 
you. It is by his divine effulgence that your eyesight has been destroyed, Pray 
therefore, my good sirs, to this excellent son of mine, born of my thigh 
Giru) ; and pacified by your humbly prostrating yourself before him, he 
may restore your eyesight”. Thereupon ali those Ksatriyas on their bended 
knees said to that high-born child, “Forgive us”, and the high-born child 
forgave them. But that descendant of the Bhargava race did not forget that 
outrage and resolved in his mind upon destroying this wicked world. With 
that object in view he started performing the most severe austerities. By 
the intensity of his austerities he afflicted all the worlds. On leaming what 
Aurva was doing to avenge the wrong done to them by the Keatriyas, the 
shades of his ancestors came to him and addressed his as follows : [16} “O 
Aurva, O child, the prowess of thy fierce austerities has been seen by us. 
Control thy anger and forgive the people.” They explain to him that the 
Keatriyas were rally not to blame for the slaughter of the Bhrgus! How 
could those puny Ksatriyas ever hope to kill the Bhargavas? That contre- 
temps was a jittle contrivance of the Bhargavas themselves. The fact was 
that the Bhargavas were tired of their lives and longed to die, but death dared 
not touch them, those sinless effulgent specimens of humanity, and suicide 
was a cowardly act and a sin. They had therefore staged that little quarrel 
with those foolish and arrogant Ksatriyas, so that the Ksatriyas might get en- 


According to C. 1.2610 her name was Arusi : 
Arugi tu Manok kanyé tasya patni manisinch || 
Aurvas tasyést samabhavad Orum bhittvd mahayasah | 
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raged and kill them, as they did. Of what use could wealth be to those 
emancipated souls, whose sole desire was to obtain heaven? Aurva replies 
that they may be all true, but he had made a vow to destroy the world in 
order to calm his own anger and he must destroy it, or else he would be 
destroyed himself by the fire of his uncontrollable wrath. And so the world 
was in imminent danger of being totally destroyed! But the ancestors of 
Aurva show him a way out of the dilemma. They wisely advise him to 
fling the fire of his wrath in the waters, which are the primeval source and 
support of the world, and Aurva does so. And now, in the shape of horse's 
head (hayasiras), his wrath dwells in the ocean, consuming its waters, which 
are the world (loké hy dpomayah smytah. 1, 171. 19). 

In the above legend we may notice some of the repeated motives of Bhar- 
gava stories. There is first of all the feud with the Ksatriyas, which finally 
develops into the creation of the figure of the Bhargava Rama, “ the foremost 
‘of all weapon-bearers,”” who single-handed, with the aid of his magical wea- 
pons, the astras, conquers the whole earth, annihilating the Ksatriyas thrice 
seven times. Then there is the motif of the opportune birth of a miraculous 
child, whose effulgent lustre either blinds the oppressor (as here) or con- 
sumes him (as in the case of Cyavana). There is, lastly, the appearance of 
the shades of the ancestors, who step in to stop the carnage either contemplat- 
ed (as here) or actually perpetrated (as in the case of Rama), to avenge 
some private wrong done with reference to the family. 


{17} SABHAPARVAN 

The short Sabha, which is a compact little book with 81 chapters and 
about 2700 stanzas (in the Vulgate), begins with the Erection of the Darbar 
Hall and ends witli the Second Gambling Match. Here the story marches 
forward by rapid strides, consisting as it does mainly of spirited dialogue and 
dramatic action. The digressions are few and far between, and of upakhyd- 
nas as such there are none. The real important digressions, which occur early 
in the beginning, are two: firstly, the somewhat lengthy and imaginative 
descriptions (akhyanas) by Narada of the halls of the celestials Indra, Yama, 
Varuna, Kubera, and Brahma, preceded by a short Niti tractate (adhy. 5-12); 
and, secondly, the previous history of Jarasarndha, narrated by Kysna (adhy. 
17-19). Consequently, in this parvan, the Bhargava material is extremely 
scanty. 

The Bhargavas are nevertheless briefly mentioned several times, Thus, 
naturally, many of the Bhargavas, to wit, Bhrgu, Markandeya, Rama, Ja- 
madagnya, are several times mentioned as being present, along with other 
famous sages and seers of the past, in the halls of the celestials mentioned 
above, as also as a matter of course in the newly erected hall of Yudhisthira. 
In adhy. 8, Rima has been placed by mistake among the royal sages (1d- 
jarsis). They are likewise present at the coronation of Yudhisthira. These 
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static figures are like mural decorations, and of no special interest to us. 
We shall therefore ignore them. 

Rama’s extermination of the Kgatriyas, which is really never quite for- 
gotten by our bards, is mentioned in adhy. 14. Kyena prefaces his long 
reply to Yudhisthira regarding the prerequisites of the Rajasilya sacrifice by 
pointing out, quite irrelevantly, that the contemporary Ksatriyas were far in- 
ferior to that old race of Kgatriyas that was exterminated by the Bhargava 
Rima (B. 2. 14. 2): 

Jamadagnyena Ramena ksatram yad avasesitam | 
tasmad avarajarn loke yad idari ksatrasamjiitam || 

It was mentioned above that the high esteem in which our epic bards 
held Rama Jamadagnya had led to his being represented as the teacher of 
Acarya Drona in the science of arms. The same ideology is responsible for 
the sedulously fostered belief that Rama was the teacher of Bhigma also, an 
idea which is taken hold of [18] and further developed in that late addition 
to the Udyoga, the Amba episode (AmbopakhyZna). Rama is represented as 
standing in the same relation to Karna, the protégé and ally of Duryodhana. 
So, in his denunciation of Kysna, Sisupala mentions Karna's pupilship under 
Rama as one of Kama’s qualifications entitling him to receive the argha 
(B. 2, 37, 15 f.) 

aya ca satvarajidn vai balaSlaght mahabalah | 

Jamadagnyasya deyitak Sisyo viprasya Bharata || 

Yendimabalam asritya réjéno yudhi nirjitéh | 

tam ca Karnam atiktamya katham Krsnas tvayarcitak || 
ARANYAKAPARVAN 

This book is a veritable thesaurus of ancient Brahmanic myths and le- 
gends. We accordingly find that a fair amount of Bhargava material has 
been incorporated in it. We further find that one Bhargava takes a oon- 
siderable share in the story-telling that is done here. 

The first important deference to the Bhrgus is in the Tirthayatré sec- 
tion. The list of firthas given in adhy. 82 ff (of the Vulgate) ie said to 
have been first communicated, by the sage Pulastya to Bhisma and then re- 
peated by Narada to Yudhisthira. It is in reality a material compendium 
of tirthas, which gives, in the space of a stanza or two, the necessary details 
about the particular ¢irtha : the name of the firtha, the ritual acts to be done 
there, and finally the merit (punye) accruing from these acts. Thus, for 
example, we read (B. 3, 83. 13 ff.): 

“O king, going to Salikini and bathing in the Daéiévamedha, the pil- 
grim obtains the merit of performing 10 asvemedha sacrifices—Then going to 
Sarpadevi, that excellent tirtha of the Nagas, one obtains the merit of per- 
forming 1 agnistoma sacrifice and goes to the world of the Nagas.—One 
should then proceed, O virtuous man, to (the shrine of) Tarantuka, the gate- 
keeper. Staying there only for one night, one obtains the merit of giving 
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away 1000 kine—Then going to the Paficanada, with regulated diet and sub- 
dued soul, and bathing in the Kotitirtha, one obtains the merit of perform- 
ing 1 afvamedha sacrifice. Going to the firtha of the Agvins, a man is born 
handsome (in a future birth, of course)——One should then go, O virtuous 
man, to the excellent {19} tirthe called Varaha, where Vignu in times of yore 
appeared in the form of a boar. Bathing there,.O foremost of men, one 
obtains the merit of performing 1 agnistoma sacrifice —O king of kings, one 
should then visit Somatirtha, situated in Jayanti. Bathing in it, one obtains 
the merit of performing 1 séjasiye sacrifice——Bathing in Ekaharhsa, one ob- 
tains the merit of giving away 1000 kine-—O ruler of men, going to the 
KrtaSauca, the pilgrim becomes purified, and obtains the merit of perform- 
ing 1 pundarike sacrifice—Then going to Mufijavata, the place sacred to 
Sthéinu, and fasting for one night, one acquires the position of génapatya ”.— 
And so on and so forth. 

Only very rarely is this dreary enumeration interrupted by a brief ac- 
count of some myth or legend connected with the place of pilgrimage in 
question. Now we find embedded in this list the legend connected with the 
Ramahradas (B, 3. 83. 26 ff.), which appears to have considerably roused 
the interest of the compiler and to which he has devoted not less than 32 
lines. The story is of course no other than that of the extirpation of the 
Ksatriya race by the Bhargava Rama, of which this is already the fourth 
tepetition in some form or other. The story is as follows. 

The greatly effulgent and heroic Rama, after exterminating the Ksatri- 
yas with great valour, formed five lakes filled with the blood of the slaughter- 
ed warriors. And he offered that blood as oblation to his forefathers, who 
were most gratified by this supreme act of filial piety. The shades of these 
ancestors appeared before him and addressed him as follows: “O Rama, O 
Rama, O fortunate one! We are pleased, O Bhargava, with thy filial piety 
and with thy great valour. Ask for a boon, O greatly effulgent one, What 
dost thou wish to have?" Having been thus addressed by his ancestors, 
Rama, that foremost of smiters (Ramah praharatam verah B. 3. 83, 31), 
thus spoke with joined hands to his ancestors : “If you are pleased with me 
and if I have deserved your favour then by your grace I desire that I may 
again derive pleasure in asceticism. By your power, may 1 be freed 
from the sin I have incurred by killing these Kesatriyas in a fit of 
wrath. Also may these sanguinary lakes become holy places of pilgrimage 
celebrated throughout the world”. Hearing these righteous words of Rama, 
his ancestors were highly pleased, [20] and filled with joy they thus replied 
to Rama : “ Let thy austerities prosper, especially by virtue of thy filial piety. 
Forsooth thou hast exterminated the Ksatriyas in a fit of wrath, but thou 
art already freed from that sin, for they have fallen owing to their own mis- 
deeds. These lakes of thine shall without doubt become places of pilgrimage. 
He who will bathe in these lakes and offer here oblations to his ancestors will 
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please his manes and they will gratify all his heart’s desire, and lead him 
to the eternal celestial regions”. Having granted these boons to Rama and 
affectionately taken leave of him, the shades became invisible. It was thus 
that the bloody lakes of that illustrious descendant of Bhygu became sacred 
places of pilgrimage.—Leading the life of a student of the sacred lore and 
observing sacred vows, if a person bathes in the Lakes of Rima (Ramahra- 
da) and worships Rama, he will obtain much gold. 

The reader will easily recognize this as the story which was briefly re- 
lated already in connection with Samantapaficaka. In fact Ramahrada ap- 
pears to be only another name of Samantapaficaka, one of the firthas explicit- 
ly mentioned as having been visited by the Sita (that is, the putative narrator 
of the Mahabharata), before he came to Saunaka’s sacrifice. It will be re- 
called that some information was asked then about Samantapaficaka in adhy. 
2 of the Adi, and in that connection this story was briefly narrated by the 
Siita to the sages of the Naimisa Forest. There the story was originally 
summarized in four stanzas, but some subsequent reviser, apparently not 
satisfied with such a cursory allusion to this epoch-making feat of Rama, had 
interpolated at that place the dialogue between Rama and his ancestors 
(compressed into eight lines) made up mostly of bits and pieces of verses 
borrowed from the present context, and like all interpolations proving itself 
to be somewhat of a bad fit. 

A few chapters later, we have a strange story of a conflict between two 
different avatéras of the same god, Visqu, between the Jamadagnya Rama 
and the Daéarathi Rama, told in connection with a Bhrgutirtha, “ celebrated 
in the three worlds, which Yudhisthira and his party are said to have visited 
(B. 3. 99. 34 ff), Once upon a time, the story goes, Rama Jamadagnya went 
to Ayodhyd to meet Rama Dééarathi and to test his strength. [21] Rama 
D. was sent by his father to the boundary of his kingdom to receive Rama 
J. hospitably, but was flagrantly insulted by the latter. Rama D. nevertheless 
bends the bow given to him by Rama J. to test his strength and shoots an 
arrow which convulses the whole world, astounding Rama J. Rima D, further 
confounds Rama J. completely by showing him his cosmic form (visvertipa), 
made popular by the Gita (adhy. 11), and rebukes him for his overweening 
conduct. Abashed, Rima J. returns te Mount Mahendra, having lost his 
lustre (tejas), which he regains later at some firtha or other. Yudhisthira is 
asked to bathe in the same firtha that he might regain the lustre he had lost 
in his conflict with Duryodhana. 

This grotesque story, composed probably with the object of glorifying 
the Ksatriya Rama at the cost of the Brahmin Rama, must be quite a modern 
interpolation, in the Mahabhérata. Contextually it is an obvious mis- 
fit, being incongruously wedged in between two halves of the Agastya legend, 
with which it has absolutely no connection. Not only is this bizarre story 
contextually a misfit, it is a very poor piece of composition, and it strikes 
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Moreover a discordant note, involving disrespect towards the Bhargava Rama, 
who in our epic is otherwise throughout held up for our admirations as the 
foremost of weapon-bearers and fighters. Fortunately we are not left to 
deduce the spuriousness of this passage merely from intrinsic arguments, 
which are apt to be discredited ; for, the passage is missing entirely in the 
Southern recension, an omission supported by the KaSmiri version and even 
by some ancient Devanagari MSS. The story, which is narrated at some 
length in the Ramayana, is not even alluded to in the RAmopaékhyana of our 
epic and belongs evidently to a different complex of legends, quite inharmo- 
nious with the Mahabharata context. It appears to have been smuggled into 
the capacious folds of the Aranyakaparvan in quite recent times by some 
well-meaning but ignorant Northern interpolater anxious to vindicate the 
claim of the epic to be a complete encyclopaedia of the Hindu legendary lore.” 

But the next chapter (100) again contains a Bhargava story, the legend 
of Dadhica. Lomaga relates how the Kalakeyas under the leadership of 
Vytra persecuted the celestials, who betook them-[{22]}-selves to Brahma ask- 
ing for his protection. The latter advises them to go to the (Bhargava) Da- 
dhica and ask for his bones. The sage magnanimously gives up his body 
for the good of the three worlds. The celestials took the bones of Dadhica 
to Viévakarman, the architect of the gods, who fashioned out of his bones 
the thunderbolt, with which Indra vanquished the enemies of the gods. ‘The 
story is repeated in the account of the pilgrimage of Baladeva (Salya 51 in 
the Vulgate), where it is said of Dadhica that he was the strongest of all 
creatures, tall as the Himalayas and that Indra was always mightily afraid 
of him on account of his lustre. 

Yet again, a few chapters later, the arrival of Yudhisthira and his party 
at Mount Mahendra, the headquarters of Rama, now a sarmnyasin, affords 
a welcome opportunity to the bard for the presentation of a full-length por- 
trait of the hero of the Bhargavas, Rama, son of Jamadagni (Aranyaka 115- 
117 in the Vulgate) . 

The Pandavas bathe at the mouth of the Ganges and proceed to the river 
Vaitarani in Kalinga, where the altar of Kasyapa is. They rest on Mount 
Mahendra and hear there from Akrtavrana, a disciple of the Bhargava Rama, 
the well-known story of Rama, which may be summarized as follows. 

G&dhi, king of Kanyakubja, had retired to the forest to practise reli- 
gious austerities. There a most beautiful daughter was born to him, Satya- 
vati, whom the Bhargava Rcika wooed. Gaédhi perhaps did not re- 
lish his suit and tried to evade it by demanding a present of 
@ thousand peculiarly coloured horses, but Rcika supplied them 
and gained her. Then a Bhrgu (perhaps, Aurva is meant), who 
was a great sorcerer, visits the newly married couple and gives his young 


Yod ihasti tad anyatra yon nehasti na tat kvacit, 
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daughter-in-law the boon that she would give birth to a gifted son, and so 
would her mother. To fortify the boon, he prescribes that she should em- 
brace an udumbera tree, her mother an asvattha, and both should partake of 
different dishes of some special caru prepared by him with powerful incanta- 
tions and endowed with magical potency. These good ladies go and ex- 
change the trees as well as the dishes of caru which were apportioned to them 
by the great sage, with the result that the daughter was about to give birth 
to a Brahmin son with Keatriyan qualities and the mother a Ksatriya son 
with {23} Brahmanic qualities, But the Bhrgu, who comes to know of this 
interchange by occult means, comes rushing to the hermitage and tells his 
daughter-in-law what was going to happen. Moved by her entreaties, he gives 
a further boon to the young woman who had really been deceived by her mo- 
ther, postponing the action of the potent charm. Thus her son Jamadagni 
was saved from the taint of Ksatriyahood, which ultimately fell upon her 
grandson Rama, who turned out to be, as prophesied, a revengeful and blood- 
thirsty warrior, perpetrator of cruel and sanguinary deeds. Jamadagni, 
though a peaceful Brahmin who excelled in the study of the Vedas, as de- 
sired by his mother, was not without martial equipment, for “the entire 
science of arms with the four kinds of magical missiles spontaneously came 
to him, who rivalled the sun in lustre, without any instruction from any- 
body” (B. 3, 115. 45). Jamadagni married Reyuka, daughter of king Pra- 
senajit. She gave birth to five sons: Rumanvat, Susena, Vasu, Visvavasu, 
and last but not least Rama. The family lived happily for some time. Then 
one day when Renuka of rigid vows happened to see Citraratha, the hand- 
some king of MaArttikivataka, sporting in water with his numerous wives, 
her fortitude forsook her and she felt the pangs of desire. When she return- 
ed to the hermitage, Jamadagni noticed her pollution and guessed her secret. 
In a fit of rage he called in turn upon each of his sons to kill their unchaste 
mother. Four of them refused to do the atrocious deed and were cursed 
by the angry and disappointed father for their disobedience, Then came the 
last of all that “slayer of hostile heroes," Rama Jamadagnya. A military 
type, accustomed to receive and obey orders, Rima, when sternly command- 
ed by his father to slay his mother, took his axe and without hesitation 
chopped off his mother’s head! Jamadagni, mightily pleased with the ins- 
tant obedience of his son, granted Rama several boons, among them the boon 
that the mother whom Rama had decapitated might be restored to life. 
And the family lived again happily for some time. Then one day Arjuna 
Kartavirya Sahasrabahu came to the hermitage and was hospitably received 
by the Bhargavas. The ungrateful king, intoxicated with the pride of power, 
not heeding the hospitality, seized and carried off by force from the hermit- 
age the calf of the sacred cow of the sage (a variant of the kamadhenu motif 
ot the Vasigtha-[24}-Visvamitra legend). and spitefully broke the big tree 
in the hermitage grounds. This was the beginning of a terrible feud. Rama 
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first slew the arrogant Arjuna Kartavirya, and Arjuna’s sons then slew the 
unresisting Jamadagni. Then Rama slaughtered the sons of Arjuna K. and 
finally destroyed all Ksatriyas off the earth thrice seven times and made five 
pools of blood in Samantapaficaka (B. 3. 117. 9): 

trigsaptakrtvah prthivion kytvd nikksatriyamn prabhuk | 

Samantapencoke pafica cakdra rudhirahtadan || (111) 
Standing in the middie of these pools of blood—-as has already been nar- 
rated several times above—Rama offered oblations to the manes until at 
last his ancestor Ricka appeared and stopped him, Raima then performed 
a great sacrifice to gratify Indra, in which he bestowed the earth upon Kaé- 
yapa, his priest. Then this annihilator of the Ksatriya race was at last satis- 
fied and retired to Mount Mahendra, engaging himself in austerities of a 
rather severe type. ‘Thus did hostility arise between Rama and Ksatriyas 
of this earth, and the entire earth was conquered by Rama of immeasurable 
lustre” (B. 3. 117. 15). It is then narrated that the Bhargava Rama 
appeared there in person on Mount Mahendra to meet the Pandavas. He 
was duly received and honoured by Yudhisthira and his party, and he 
honoured them in tum, 

This account has been amplified in later times—like several other Bhar- 
Rava episodes—by the addition of a passage of 23 lines (B, 3. 115. 9-19), 
which is prefixed to it and which is chiefly of interest on account of the vague 
suggestion it contains to the effect that Bhargava Rima was an ovatéra of 
Visnu. This interpolation begins with the previous history of Arjuna Karta- 
virya, king of Haihayas. He is represented here as a worshipper of Datta- 
treya, by whose favour he had obtained a golden vimana and a wonderful 
chariot. Intoxicated with the pride of power, Arjuna Kartavirya insulted 
Indra, trampled upon the sages and even upon the celestials, and persecuted 
all creatures. Thereupon the celestials and the sages met together and went 
in a body to Visnu to ask for his protection. Then the exalted god (Visnu) 
held a consultation with Indra. The god of gods (Indra) told Visnu what 
had to be done. Thereupon the exalted god, promising to do the needful, 
went to Badari, his [25} favourite retreat-—Here the introduction suddenly 
breaks off, and the story narrated about Gadhi and Reika begins (B. 3. 115- 
20). The suggestion probably is that at the consultation between Indra 
and Viggu it was decided that Visnu should incarnate himself on the earth 
as the son of Jamadagni, as Rama Jamadagnya, who should, in the fulness 
of time, slay Arjuna K@rtavirya, but that is left unsaid. The passage is 
missing in the entire Southem recension and in some Northern manuscripts 
including those of the Kaémiri version. There can therefore be no doubt 
about its being a comparatively recent interpolation. 

As already remarked above, Rama Jamadagnya and the other Bhirgavas 
such as Cyavana, Reika and so on are generally used as static figures, along 
with other ancient sages like Narada, in the description of largely attended 
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and important meetings and state functions, and such treatment of these 
characters is quite intelligible, if not natural, But the Bhargavas—and es- 
pecially the Bhargava Rama—are accorded a somewhat different treatment ; 
they are represented as taking part in the action more definitely and more 
frequently. We have seen that the Bhargava Rama is said to have given all 
his asfras to Drona. He is also said to have taught Bhisma and Karma. 
Here he is represented as having shown himself to the Pandavas, as a special 
favour, In another context Rama is said to have fought with Bhisma, a fight 
which lasted for twenty-three days but was absolutely barren of any conse- 
quence. Elsewhere also we shall find Rama and some of other Bhargavas re- 
presented as taking some innocuous past in the action, which in no way 
affects the course of events but which serves to establish and maintain con- 
tact between the Bhargavas and the epic characters. 

The above story of Rama, which is miscalled the KArtaviryopakhyana, 
ends at adhy. 117 of the Vulgate. At adhy. 122, we have another Bhargava 
story, which covers adhy, 122-124 and about half of adhy. 125: the story 
of the great wizard Cyavana, son of Bhrgu. 

The Pandavas reach the Payosni and the Narmada rivers and hear from 
Lomaia the story (updkhyana) of Cyavana : how he demanded in marriage 
a young princess, by name Sukanya, who [26} had innocently and unwit- 
tingly blinded him ; how he recovered his sight by the grace of the Asvins 
and how he gave them on that account that Soma libation, paralyzing the 
arm of Indra, who would have prevented it. The story runs thus. 

Cyavana, son of Bhrgu, practised austerities in a forest so long that an 
ant-hill was formed round him. There came one day to that place king Sar- 
y4ti, acompanied by his daughter Sukanya, with beautiful eyebrows and 
tapering thighs. The sage imprisoned within the ant-hill gazed longingly at 
the youthful princess, clad in a single garment and adored with costly orna- 
ments, and addressed some words to her which she did not hear. Sukanya 
saw, however, the gleaming eyes of the sage, engaged in self-mortification in 
the ant-hill, and mistaking them for a species of glow-worm, in youthful 
heedlessness, pierced the eyes of the sage with a thorn. Little did she think 
of the dire consequences of her childish act. For through the anger of the 
offended sage, smarting with the pain thoughtlessly inflicted on him by the 
heedless princess, the king's entire army suffered suddenly from a complete 
stoppage of urine and excreta. The bewildered king inquired about the cause 
of this strange mishap, but none of his soldiers and companions could en- 
lighten him. The occurrence remained a mystery until the guilty princess 
confessed her misdemeanour, Saryati forthwith set out to pacify the irate 
sage. The sage would relent only if the mischievous but fascinating princess 
is given to him in marriage. Without reflecting, the king agreed to bestow 
his beautiful daughter on the high-souled Cyavana and returned to his own 
city. Some time later the ASvins saw the faultless Sukanya bathing in the 
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lake adjoining the hermitage of the sage. They also were smitten by her 
ravishing beauty and asked her to accept one of them for her husband instead 
of the blind old sage. As she would not consent, they propose that they would 
rejuvenate Cyavana, and then she should choose. With the permission of 
her husband she consents to the second proposal. Cyavana had to dip into 
the waters of the lake, into the primordial element, the womb of all creation, 
along with the Aévins (Fountain of Youth motif).1_ The three of [27] them 
came out of the water, all looking exactly alike. Here is a dilemma (Nala- 
Damayanti motif). By virtue of her unswerving Joyalty to her husband, 
Sukanya is however able to choose the right man. In gratefulness for the 
gift of youth and beauty, Cyavana promises the Asvins a draught of the 
Soma juice during a regular sacrifice. Soon afterwards, Sarydti comes to visit 
his son-in-law Cyavana and the latter arranges a great sacrifice for Saryati, 
at which he offers the first draught of Soma to the Aévins, who used to be 
altogether excluded on these festive occasions on account of their being 
medicine-men. Indra tries to stop the sacrilegious act ; but as Cyavana will 
not heed, Indra then attempts to hurl the thunderbolt at him. But Cyavana 
was too quick for him. Instantly Cyavana paralyzed Indra’s arm and brought 
him to his knees. At the same time the great sorcerer created by his magic 
a terrible demon (krtyd) called Mada (Intoxication). When Mada mshes 
towards Indra to slay him, Indra grants the wish of Gyavana, who triumph- 
antly continues the sacrifice and gives the Aévins, the promised libation of 
Soma. Since that time the Aésvins participate regularly in the sacrificial 
offerings on 4 basis of equality with the other gods. Indra at the same time 
zpologizes and explains that he had opposed Cyavana merely to spread the 
fame of Cyavana and his father-in-law Saryati throughout the world: a 
significant and prophetic utterance. 

Bhygu, the father of Cyavana, had only cursed Agni, a minor god, in 
fact, merely the “mouth” of the gods, to be sarvabhakse, devourer of all 
things, good and bad (1. 6. 13). Cyavana did even better. He thoroughly 
humbled Indra, the king of gods, who had to submit to the will of Cyavana. 

In the next chapter again we have a passing allusion to a Bhargava, 
who remains unnamed. The background is a Bhargava hermitage, though 
the main actors are not Bhrgus. The pious Yuvandsva Saudyumni is 
practising austerities for the sake of progeny. One night he became very 
thirsty. Searching for water, he enters the hermitage of the Bhargava who 
‘was engaged in performing some magical rites in order to make Yuvandéva's 
queen give birth to a son. This sorcerer had actually prepared a potion, en- 
dowed with magical efficacy, for administering it to the queen and kept the 
jar containing thé dose in a corner of the [28} hermitage. The thirsty king 
found it, and, not knowing that the water was charmed and intended in fact 





1 An alluring explanation of the idea underlying this intriguing motif has been 
given by H. ZimMER in his Maya. Der indische Mxthos (Stuttgart 1936), pp. 42 ff. 
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for the queen, drained the potion to the dregs. Here was a mess. But the 
potion prepared by a Bhygu is infallible in its effect, Whoever drinks it must 
give birth to a son. Consequently the king became himself pregnant, and a 
son, Mandhitr, was bom to him, ripping open his left side, but owing to some 
Propitiatory rites performed by the Bhrgu, Yuvanaéva himself escaped unhurt. 

It is interesting to compare this version of the story of Mandhatr with 
the one which occurs in the Dronaparvan (adhy. 62 of the Vulgate). There 
we are told that once upon a time king Yuvandéva, when out hunting, became 
thirsty, and his steed was exhausted, Seeing at a distance a curl of smoke, 
the monarch guided by it reached a sacrificial enclosure and found there 
some sacrificial butter (ajya), which he greedily swallowed. Thereupon the 
king became pregnant and was delivered of a son (Mandhatr) by the Aévins. 
The rest of the story is nearly the same. 

In this version, king Yuvanaéva was not practising austerities for secur- 
ing the birth of a son, but had gone out hunting, Nor did he partake of the 
magical preparation at night in the dark, but presumably in full daylight, 
when the smoke from the sacred hearth could yet be seen by him, The second 
version moreover makes no mention of any Bhrgu, playing the réle of the 
officiating priest and saviour of Yuvandéva, like the first, which is an im- 
portant discrepancy. The second story is sketchy and lacking in definition, 
and appears to Be the older version. In the first the details are filled out, 
by adding a Bhrgu as an officiating priest and generally making the picture 
more vivid and realistic. 

The next Bhargava of importance we meet with in the Aramyaka is the 
sage Markandeya, whose discourses on the most divers topics extend ower 
51 chapters (182-232) in the Vulgate, containing about 2200 stanzas (Mar- 
karmleya-samasya), which he delivers for the delectation and edification of 
the Pandavas. This is not his first visit to the Pandavas by any means, For 
early in the beginning of their exile, when the Pandavas had settled in the 
Dwaitavana Forest, Markandeya had paid a flying visit [29} to them (adhy. 
25). He turns up again, as a matter of fact, also towards the end of their 
exile, without notice or warning, to console Yudhisthira and relates to him 
the RAamopakhyana, the popular story of Rama and Sit4, as well as the 
SAvitryupakhy4na, that immortal story of a wife’s splendid devotion. These ' 
two updkhydnas, narrated by Markandeya, together comprise about 1060 
stanzas. Thus the Markandeya-saméisya together with the two latter upé- 
khy@nas comprise 3260 stanzas, which is nearly one fourth of big entire 
extent of this extensive parvan. 

Markandeya was one of the cirajivins : eternally youthful though many 
thousand years old. How he was exactly connected with the two well-known 
Bhrgu families of our Mahabharata (Bhrgu-Cyavana-Rama and Bhygu-- 
Cyavana-Sunaka) is not exactly known; but that he was a Bhargava is be- 
yond doubt. He is referred to as Bhargava in B. 2. 183. 60; 189. 97; 
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390. 2, 13. 22. 15 : as iBhargava-sattama in B. 3, 201. 7; 217.5: as Bhy- 
gu-nandona in B. 3. 205. 4: as Bhrgukula-Srestha in B, 3. 205. 15. More- 
over Markanda is explicitly declared to be a gotra founder of the Bhrgu clan 
in the Matsya Purana (195. 20). 

Some of the subjects of Markandeya’s discourses to the Pandavas are 
the following : great power of Brahmins ; merit of benevolence to Brahmins ; 
wife’s duty to her husband ; and different forms of Agni. He relates, among 
others, stories of Manu, Yayati, Vrsadarbha, Sibi, Indradyumna (father of 
Janaka), Kuvalisva and of Skanda Karttikeya. He is also responsible for 
the famous story of the Righteous Hunter (dherma-.vyddha) of Mithila. 
Besides these, there is, as is well known, a whole Purana named after him. 
the Markandeya Purana. 

The most interesting of Markamdeya’s stories, however, is how he ac- 
tually witnessed the act of creation and dissolution in progress. We have 
here in fact in Markandeya a Brahmanic counterpart of the Ksatriya Manu, 
that distant cousin of the Semitic Noah with his ark, seeds and so on. 

The legend of Manu, like that of Noah, is a childish story. According 
to this legend (Matsyopakhyana, also related by the same sage Markandeya, 
Aranyaka 187 in the Vulgate), Manu, son of Vivasvat, while saying his 
usual prayers on the bank of a river, sees a tiny little fish, which asks the sage 
to protect it. {30} Manu rears the fish in a small earthern vessel, which the 
fish soon outgrows. The fish keeps on growing larger and larger. Manu 
places the fish successively in a tank, in the river Ganges, and in the ocean. 
Before parting from Manu, the fish warns him of the impending catastrophe 
and advises him to build an ark and keep carefully a store of seeds of all 
kinds. When the deluge comes, Manu gets into the ark with the Seven Sages. 
The ark is towed by the horned fish on the ocean, which during the deluge 
flooded everything. The ship, “like a drunken wench”, staggered from side 
to side on the bosom of the agitated ocean. In the end the ship is fastened on 
to the peak of the Himalayas, called Naubandhana, which is projecting out of 
the water. When the flood subsides, Manu quietly gets out of the ark and, 
as he has all the necessary seeds with himself in the ark, there would be no 

difficulty in creating the world anew. Before parting again from Manu and 

the Seven Sages, the Fish says, “I am Brahma, the lord of creatures. None 
is greater than I. In the form of a fish I have saved you all from this pe- 
Til, Manu will create alt beings : gods, eswras and human beings, the mobile 
and the immobile creation.” 

This story, which appears to belong to a different complex of myths and 
does not at all fit well in the Mahabharata cycle, is, as has been surmised, 
Probably of Semitic origin If Manu creates all beings, Brahm is thrown 


* Cf. Winternitz, “Die Flutsagen des Altertums und der Naturvilker", in 
Mitteilungen der Antitvopologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, vol. 31 (1901), pp. 321f., 
327 ff. 
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out of employment. The Puranic theory of creation is that there is a deluge ; 
nothing remains of the universe except Vignu-Narayana, reclining on the 
coils of the Eternal Serpent (Sesa-Ananta) floating on the waters. Then 
out of Narayana’s navel emerges Brahm, seated on a lotus, the creative as- 
pect of the deity. From Brahma are born his mind-born sons (ménasa-pu- 
tras), Then other beings, male and female, emerge from his heart, breast, 
thumbs and so on. These are the Prajapatis. They propagate this world 
of ours. The process is repeated at each dissolution : it is an eternal recur- 
rence. In this complex there is clearly no room for the Semitic legend, 
which would imply a parallel creation by Manu, a state of things 
which is not at all what is intended by the legend. Since a [31] variant 
version of this legend is found even in the Satapatha Brahmana (1. 8. 1), 
it should seem that the Semitic legend was introduced into India at a fairly 
early date but has remained unassimilated. Its exotic character, however, 
appears to me to be clearly betrayed by the phaiasruti at the end of the chap- 
ter, an addition which accompanies all late accretions to the Great Epic (B. 
3. 187. 58 emended) : 
ya idan srnuydn nityar Mano caritam aditak | 
sa sukhi sarvasiddharthah svargalokam iyan narak || 

The Indian Noah is a man of a very different character. He requires 
neither boat nor homed fish to save him; nor does he keep a store of 
seeds with himself. The man who could live through the dissolution of the 
world can only be a perfect Yogi; and a perfect Yogi is deathless. ‘ There 
is none equal to you in years save Brahma Paramesthin,” says Yudhisthira 
to the Bhargava Markandeya. But he requires neither food nor drink to live. 
He can walk on water as easily as on land. So when the world was over- 
whelmed with floods and the creation was gradually submerged, Markandeya 
found himself alone, walking on the waters of the ocean. After some time 
Markandeya, being human after all, begins to feel a little tired and lonely, 
tramping about all by himself on the surface of the endless ocean. He also 
felt inexpressibly sad at that awful destruction. Then all of a sudden he 
noticed a little child resting on the extended branch of a huge banyan tree 
(nyegrodha), Markandeya could not at all imagine how that little helpless 
child could have survived all that cataclysmal devastation, and he kept ponder- 
ing over that matter, standing near the child. Seeing his confusion, the 
child softly told him to go into his body and rest there, and the child opened 
its little mouth and drew him gently inside. And, lo and behold, inside the 
child he found the world whose destruction he had seen with his own eyes. 
The sun, the moon and the stars, all the oceans, seas and rivers of the world, 
all the men, women and children whom he had known, all animals, gods and 
demons,—they were all there, inside the little stomach of that wonderful little 
child. He wandered about inside for hundreds of years and still he could not 
find the end of it all, when he suddenly found {32} himself outside the child, 
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blown out by his gentle exhalation. Then the child spoke to the sage, and 
then it suddenly dawned on Markandeya who the Child was. He sees and 
recognizes God. 

As this Brahmin Noah had no need for the ark, he had no need for 
any seeds. The deeds are there permanently, There had been in fact no 
destruction at all: that destruction was an illusion. There was only an in- 
volution : the world had been only withdrawn into the interior of God. Crea- 
tion, moreover, was not Markandeya’s concem; it was the business of 
Brahma. Like the seed which has been well planted, the universe will grow 
of itself, putting forth in due time blossoms and fruits and other seeds. Mar- 
kandeya, the Yogi, is interested only in knowing and understanding things. 
He had seen God, but that is not sufficient for him. He wants to know God, 
know about His nature and character, His Maya, that Maya which had not 
been understood even by the gods themselves (B. 3. 188. 135): 

Jitalum icchami deva tvam mayam caitam tavottamém | 

The divine Child declares itself to be Narayana, the indestructible source 
of the world, and reveals to Markandeya His real nature and character. 

The Bhargava Markandeya is, according to this account, the only man 
who had survived the last deluge, witnessed the act of dissolution and crea- 
tion in progress, stood in his own person face to face with Narayana in the 
utter solitude of total annihilation, but it is nowhere made clear why Markan- 
deya was singled out for this unique honour : it is an unmotivated theme. 
It is left to us to infer that the Bhargava Markandeya is the only perfect 
Yogi that ever lived. 

A little later, as already mentioned, Markandeya relates to the Panda- 
vas the famous Ramopakhyana (Aranyaka 273-292 in the Vulgate), an 
abridgement of the Rama story in about 750 stanzas. The occasion for re- 
lating the story arises in the following way. 

Jayadratha, a near relative of the Kurus and the Pandavas tries to carry 
off Draupadi, but is defeated and captured, and ultimately pardoned and re- 
leased. Yudhisthira mourns his fate {33} and asks Markandeya, who seems 
to be rather abruptly introduced for the purpose of the story, if there is any 
mortal more unfortunate than himself. Thereupon Markandeya relates the 
story of the DaSarathi Rama. Now the entire story of the attempted rape 
of Draupadi by Jayadratha is so ill conceived and unconvincing that it ap- 
pears to have been invented solely for the purpose of introducing a sum- 
mary of the Ramayana. Who could be now a better narrator of the story 
of Rama than the Bhargava Markandeya, age-old and yet eternally young, 
the only man who had witnessed the happenings in this world in all the dif- 
ferent ages, witnessed even the dissolution and creation of the world ? 


2 An illuminating commentary on a different version of this same myth is 
given by H. ZIMMER, Maya, Der indische Mythos, pp. 52 ff. 
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After hearing the story of Rama, Yudhisthira, the “dummy” of the 
bard, says that he did not grieve so much on his own or his brothers’ ac- 
count as he did on account of the daughter of Drupada ; and then asks Mar- 
kansdeya if he had ever seen or heard of a woman as devoted to her husband 
as Draupadi. To console Yudhisthira, Markandeya then relates the well- 
known story (upakhyana) of Savitri, who rescues her husband from death by 
the insistent importunity of her pleading, by her deep feminine intuition 
and by her unflinching devotion to her husband (Aranyaka 293-299 in the 
Vulgate). And that is the last episode of the Aranyaka narrated by the 
Bhargava Markandeya and in fact the last episode of this parvan in which a 
Bhargava is concemed. 


‘ViRATAPARVAN 


In the short Virataparvan, as is in the Sabha, the narrative is plain and 
straightforward, unembellished by any episodic enlargement, and the story 
marches rapidly forward. This book contains consequently no updkhydnas 
and there is no room for any Bhargava digression. The references to the 
Bhargavas are few and far between, and they are incidental allusions to the 
greatness or heroism of the Bhargavas. One of these may be adduced for 
the purpose of illustration. Addressing Durvodhana, Bhisma asks : “ Who is 
superior to Drona except Rama, the son of Jamadagni?” (B. 4. 51, 10). 


{34} UDYOGAPARVAN 


The Udyogaparvan furnishes its quota of references to the Bhargavas, 
at least to the Bhargava Rama. Here again Rama Jamadagnya emerges 
from the obscurity of myth and legend, and we find him coming into direct 
contact—and in one case, actual conflict—with some of the epic characters. 

In adhy, 72 ff. of the Vulgate version of the Udyoga, we have an ac- 
count of a council held by the Pandavas, where Krgna is commissioned to go 
and treat with Dhrtaragtra, which is followed in adhy. 83 ff. by a descrip- 
tion of Krsna’s journey to Hastinapura. On the way he meets a com- 
pany of ancient sages, whom he duly honours. On his asking them whither 
they were bound, the Bhargava Rama, who is apparently their spokesman, 
explains that they were on their way to attend the council meeting which 
was going to be held at Hastinapura in order to witness the proceedings and 
listen to the discussion. The sages then take leave of him and proceed on 
their way. Led by Rama Jamadagnya, they arrive in due course at the 
capital of the Kurus and present themselves in the darbar hall, where they 
are received with due honours by Bhigma (adhy. 94). The proceedings be- 
gin with a long peroration by Krena, in which he announces that the Panda- 
vas were ready to obey implicitly the commands of Dhrtanigtra, provided 


* But this is 852° of our edition, and it was found only in Dn D, ,,; that is, 
it was added perhaps within 3 or 4 centuries ! 
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they were aseured that they would be treated with faimess and given what 
is theirs by right (adhy, 95). The Bhargava Rama, taking advantage of the 
spell of silence which followed Kyena’s diplomatic speech, gets up and, advis- 
ing peace, relates, unasked, the story of Dambhodbhava (adhy. 96). The 
foolish king Dambhodbhava, who wants to be acknowledged the unconquered 
and unconquerable hero, challenges in his cupidity the sages Nara and Na. 
rayana (who were then practising penance at Badari) to fight with him. 
The ascetics meekly decline, but Dambhodbhava is importunate. So in the 
end Nara takes up a handful of grass and, charging the blades in his hand 
with mystic potency, flings them at the enemy. They change into deadly 
missiles, overpowering the soldiers of Dambhodbhava, and compel him to 
surrender and acknowledge his defeat. Nara reads Dambhodbhava a sermon 
on self-control, on kindness to all creatures and humility towards Brahmins. 
The Bhargava Rama appearing here in the réle of a [35]} peace-maker con- 
cludes by advising conciliation and pointing out that Nara is Arjuna, while 
Narayana is Krsna. The story is an unnecessary digression, with the 
very obvious object of reiterating and emphasizing the identity between Nara- 
Nariyana and Arjuna-Kyena. 


The Udyogaparvan closes with 2 story (Ambopakhyana), in which the 
Bhargava Rama plays a very active and prominent part (adhy. 173-196 of 
the Vulgate). Bhisma explains to Duryodhana that, because of a vow he had 
taken, he would not fight with Sikhandin, who at birth had been a girl, and 
then relates the whole life history of Sikhandin, who in a previous birth was 
Amba, the daughter of the king of Kasi, Bhisma narrates how Amba, hav- 
ing been disappointed of marriage through Bhisma’s action, vowed to com- 
pass his death and how the Bhargava Rama, having promised to help her, 
fought with Bhisma at Kuruksetra for twenty-three days, a fight which ends 
in a stalemate. The story is developed in this way. 

When Amba was repulsed by Salva, to whom she was engaged and who 
subsequently refused to marry her on account of her abduction by Bhisma, 
she left him and wandered about alone in a neighbouring forest, nursing her 
grief and vowing vengeance. There she meets a company of ascetics, who 
sympathize with her and devise means to help her. While the ascetics are 
cogitating as to how they should help her, there comes along by chance Am- 
a's grandfather, the royal sage Hotravahana, who advises her to seek the 
help of his friend Rama Jamadagnya. While these deliberations are pro- 
ceeding, Rama’a disciple and faithful follower Akrtavrana appears on the 
scene. Hotravahana tells him the previous history of Amb& and also her 
future plans. Akrtavrana decides that Bhisma is certainly responsible for 
Amba’s misfortunes, and is the party deserving punishment. By a fortunate 
accident RAma—on the war-path, armed with a bow and a sword and his 
famous axe (parasu)—comes there the following morning. Amba again re- 
lates the whole story of her unfortunate life to the Bhargava Rama and be- 
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seeches him to slay the offending Bhigma. But since Rama has taken the 
vow that he would on no account take up arms except at the bidding of the 
twice-born, he has to be persuaded by the sages to espouse Ambd’s cause, 
{36] He then proceeds with Amba and all the assembled sages to the banks 
of the Sarasvati and from there sends a message to Bhigma, who meets him 
at the boundary of the Kum kingdom. Rama orders Bhigma to take back 
Ambé or failing that fight a duel with him. Since Bhisma cannot do the 
former, he decides to fight, goes back to the city and returns, fumished with 
all arms and accoutrements, in a chariot made of silver, drawn by white 
horses. Bhisma’s mother Gangadevi (identified with the river Ganges) tries 
to stop the impending fight but without success. The fight lasts for several 
days, when at Jast Rama wounded by an arrow of Bhisma falls down in a 
swoon. Bhisma stops fighting: it is a gentlemanly duel, following minutely 
all the strict rules of chivalry, and unlike the deadly combats of the Bharata 
war. The fight is continued on the following days, with varying luck. Even 
after many days of constant fighting, in which millions and billions of ar- 
rows are showered by each combatant and cut up by the opponent, various 
magical missiles are flung by which alternately the combatants get wounded, 
fall down, recover and resume the fight, the grim contest continues indecisive- 
ly. Then one night Bhisma, who was one of the Vasus, saw in a dream a 
group of eight Brahmins (the Eight Vasus), who had supported him and 
encouraged him that same day while he was lying wounded and unconscious 
on the battlefield. They remind him of a magical missile of his, by dis- 
charging which he could put the Bhargava Rama to sleep on the field of bat- 
tle. Next day the fight began again and the combatants hurled at each other 
simultaneously the terrific Brahma missile, which is capable shattering the 
earth. The two missiles clash in the middle and neutralize each other. 
During the commotion caused by these weapons, Bhisma thinks of the 
sleep missile. As he is about to discharge that missile, the gods intervene. 
With Bhisma’s mother, Ganga, the gods go from one to the other of the 
combatants, trying to pacify them. Seeing that neither of them is prepared 
to yield and be the first to retire from the field of battle, the gods stand bet- 
ween the combatants and make the fight impossible. Still the combatants are 
not pacified and will not leave the field. Finally the shades of his ancestors 
persuade Rama to lay aside his weapons, which he then reluctantly does. 
That is sufficient for Bhisma. He puts down his bow and arrow, goes to 
Rama, his guru, and prostrates [37] himself at his feet. They soon forget 
their quarrel and become friends again. Thus this titanic conflict between 
Bhisma and the Bhargava Rama, which is said to have lasted for three and 
twenty days, is utterly barren of any result beyond adding a few hundred 
lines to the text ! 


One peculiar thing we notice about this story is the sudden change of 
heart on the part of the Bhargava Rama. While in all other accounts of 
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him he is represented as the inveterate foe of the Ksatriyas and the epic bards 
are never weary of telling us that he had exterminated the Ksatriyas thrice 
seven times, here we find him befriending the royal sage Hotravahana and 
championing the lost cause of an unhappy Ksatriya damsel! The episode 
shows another inconsistency in the behaviour of Rama; for, here 
we are surprised with the statement that in Bhisma Rama had taken a 
Ksatriya pupil and had apparently taught him so well that the pupil knew not 
only as much as the guru but perhaps even more. This does not prevent him 
subsequently from cursing Kama, who had leamt the secrets of the science 
of arms from Rama in the guise of a Brahmin but later had to confess that 
he was a Ksatriya. There Rama is reported to have said to Kama that the 
Brahma weapon can never be learnt by one who is not a Brahmin (B. 12. 
3. 31), though Bhigsma had used the Brahma missile successfully against 
Rama in the combat mentioned above. 


BHiSMAPARVAN 


With the Bhismapdrvan begin what may be called the “battle books,” 
which in some shape or other must have formed the kernel of the Mahabha- 
rata, which kernel has served as a nucleus for the growth of a vast amount of 
secondary material. cohering together so as to form a more or Jess harmo- 
nious whole. A rough sketch of the original plan of the epic is preserved in 
a stanza occurring in one of the chapters of the first book (1. 55. 43): 

evam elat puravrllan tesam akli{sakarmanam | 

bhedo rajyavinasas ca jayas ca jayatamh vara || 
The Bharata, according to this statement. was a trilogy consisting of the story 
of the dissension, loss of the kingdom. and victory. among some descendants 
of Bharata. 


{38] The Bhismaparvan, according to the Vulgate, is divided into four 
sections (upapervans). Of these the first two are mainly geographical trac- 
tates : Jambikhanda-nirmana-parvan and Bhiimi-parvan. The third is the 
famous philosophical discourse, the Bhagavadgita, which is, so to say, the 
keystone of the whole new superstructure of the remodelled Bharata and 
which has passed into world literature. The fourth and last section of this 
book is a lengthy account in eighty chapters (or about 4300 stanzas) of the 
fight of the first ten days of the Great War, up to the fall of Bhisma, After 
the Bhagavadgita, the account of the fight runs on smoothly and is not allow- 
ed to be interrupted by any digressions. Consequently this sub-section also 
contains no Bhargava episode or for that matter any other episodic narra- 
tive at all. But passing allusions to the Bhargavas are not by any means 
wanting even in this final section of the Bhismaparvan. They are, however, 
for the most part trivial and confined to the glorification of Rama Jamadag- 
nya, playing on the theme of his encounter with Bhigma. The Bhargava 
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Rama is subtly praised by saying that Bhisma was a hero whom even Rama 
could not defeat. 

But the Bhagavadgita itself contains an interesting allusion to the Bhy- 
gus and that is in the tenth chapter, in the enumeration of the so-called 
vibhatis of Sti-Kygpa. The vibhitis are said to be infinite (nasty anto vis- 
tarasya me, Git& 10. 19 in the Vulgate version), but about sixty of them have 
been specifically enumerated and they are worthy of close study. Some of 
these vibhitis are pure and simple gods, such as Indra, Viggu, Siva and so 
on. Some are yet other supernatural beings, such as Kubera, Citraratha and 
others. Some are celestial luminaries such as the Sun, and the Moon. Some 
are merely terrestrial features such as mountains, rivers, the ocean and so 
on, Some are even animals such as the serpent (Sesa), elephant (Airdvata), 
eagle (Garuda) and so on. There are mentioned among these vibhiitis 
only nine human—or at least semi-human, that is, semi-divine—beings, 
whom we may regard as historical or semi-historical personalities. Three 
of them, Vasudeva, Arjuna and Vyasa, are well-known and important 
epic characters, and as such their inclusion in this list is expected and 
may be said [39} to be quite natural. They may therefore be ignored. 
Then, further, of divine sages (devarsis), Sri-Kygna declares himself to be 
Narada, the official messenger between the gods and the men. Of perfected 
beings (Siddhas), Sri-Krgna says, he is Kapila, a celebrated sage, probably 
the codifier of the Sarnkhya, the system most popular with the 
epic bards. Of household priests, Sri-Krgna identifies himself, quite 
naturally again, with Brhaspati, the priest of the gods, one of the An- 
girases, a clan closely connected with the Bhrgus from very ancient times. 
There remain three; of these all—or at least two—are clearly Bhargavas. 
Of Kavis, Sri-Krsna says, he is Sukra, the Bhargava priest of the Asuras, 
the asuric counterpart of Brhaspati. Of weapon-bearers (Sastr@-bhyt), Sri- 
Kysna declares himself to be Rama, who is identified by some authorities 
as Rama son of Daéaratha, but who in my opinion is meant to be no other 
than the much lauded hero of the Mahabharata poets, Rama sen of Jama- 
dagni, the Bhargava Rama. Lastly, of great sages (mahersis), Sri-Kygna 
says he is Bhrgu (maharsindm Bhrgur ahem, Gita 10. 25).2 All other vi- 
bhitis are more or less intelligible ; for each vibhiti is or may be regarded, 
more or less, as the foremost or the first of a class ; but why Bhygu should be 
considered as the greatest of ihe great sages (Maharsis) is somewhat enig- 
matic. He is not reckoned among the Seven Sages (saptarsis). He is no 
doubt said to be a son of Brahma, but Brahma had nearly a dozen sons of 
that kind, who all became Prajapatis and founders of gotras. And about 
Bhygu’s greatness even the Mahabharata has nothing to narrate beyond the 





1 CV, Varpra, Proc. & trans : Ist Or. Conf. (1922), p, 39 (“ Gotra and Pra- 
vara” p.p. 34-45) explains it differently. He is of opinion that of all Rsis Bhrgu 
waa actually considered as the foremost. 
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fact that his wife Pulomé was abducted by a cannibal called Puloman (Adi) 
or Darhéa (Santi), and that he had cursed various people. 


DRONAPARVAN 


The Dronaparvan supplies what is for our purpose one of the most in- 
teresting of Bhargava references in the Mahabharata. 


On the thirteenth day of the Great War during Arjuna’s temporary ab- 
sence, Abhimanyu with a small following pierces the Kaurava ring-formation 
(cakra-vyitha), but Jayadratha intercepts his followers and isolates him, and 
Abhimanyu is slain after a brave fight ; one of the most tragic episodes of 
the Great Epic. [40} To console Yudhisthira for the untimely death of Abhi- 
manyu, Vyasa tells him many stories illustrating the transitoriness of human 
life. At that time he relates how Narada comforted Spfijaya in a time of 
bereavement by telling him of the sixteen kings of great merit, who never- 
theless all died when their time came (adhy. 55-71 of the Vulgate). These 
kings were, as a matter of fact, all cekravertins, sovereigns who had con- 
quered surrounding kingdoms or brought them under their sway and estab- 
lished a paramount position on more or less extensive regions around their 
own kingdoms. The episode, which is known as the SodaSarajakiya, re- 
counts the heroic deeds and the meritorious actions of sixteen of such fa- 
mous kings of antiquity. The sixteen kings are these: (1) Marutta, son 
of Aviksit ; (2) Suhotra Atithina ; (3) Paurava (Brhadratha, king of Afga); 
(4) Sibi, son of UGinara; (5) Rama, son of Dafaratha; (6) Bhagiratha, 
son of Dilipa ; (7) Dilipa Ailavila ; (8) Mandhatr, son of Yuvanaéva ; (9) 
Yayati, son of Nahusa; (10) Ambarisa, son of Nabhiga; (11) SaSabindhu, 
son of Citraratha ; (12) Gaya, son of Amiirtarayas ; (13) Rantideva, son of 
Sarhkyti : (14) Bharata, son of Duhsanta; (15) Pythu, son of Vena; and, 
last but not least, (16) the Bhargava Rama, son of Jamadagni. 

Accordingly we have here a vivid and colourful description of that great 
feat of the Bhargava Raima, the extirpation of Ksatriyas, an account which 
courts mistrust by its appalling exaggeration and staggering figures (adhy. 
70 of the Vulgate). We are told how Rama took a vow to relieve the Earth 
of her burden of Ksatriyas. Thereafter he first dew Kartavirya, who was 
never before defeated in battle. Then of Kegatriyas he slaughtered 64,000, 
cutting off their ears and noses and breaking their teeth, besides stifling in 
smoke 7000 Haihayas (the clan to which Arjuna Kértavirya belonged) and 
torturing them, and butchering 10,000 with his own axe....Then the puis- 
sant son of Jamadagni, marching against the Kaémiras, the Daradas, the Kun- 
tis, the Ksudrakas and Malavas, the Angas, Vangas and Kalifigas, the Vide- 
has, the Tamraliptakas, the Raksovahas, the Vitihotras, the Trigartas, the 
Marttikdivatas, the Sibis and other warrior races, thousands in number, slew 
them all with arrows of exceeding sharpness. Going from country to coun- 
try, he slew [41} thousands and hundreds of thousands of Ksatriyas, creat- 
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ing a veritable deluge of blood and filling many lakes with it... .Then 
bringing under his sway all the eighteen divisions of the earth, that descen- 
dant of Bhrgu celebrated a hundred sacrifices, like a second Indra, when he 
gave away costly gifts (daksind) to Brahmins. The sacrificial altar, full eight 
nalas high and made entirely of gold, embellished with bundreds of gems and 
adorned with thousands of banners, as also this earth abounding in domestic 
and wild animals, was accepted by Kagyapa from the Bhargava Rama as his 
sacrificial fee for performing the sacrifice. Rama also gave him many thou- 
sands of huge elephants adored with golden omaments. Freeing the earth 
of robbers that infested her, making her full of righteous and amiable peo- 
ple, Rama gave the earth to KaSsyapa at his great horse sacrifice. Then 
comes the Bhargava slogan (B. 7. 7%). 20): 
triksaptakrlvah prihivim krtvd nikksatsiyarn prabhul | (IV) 

Having cleared the earth of Ksatriyas thrice seven times, having cele- 
brated a hundred sacrifices, Rama gave the earth to the Brahmins. When 
the earth with her seven grand divisions was bestowed by him upon Kaéyapa, 
then the latter said to Rama, “Go thou out of this carth at my command !” 
Hearing these words of Kasyapa, that foremost of weapon-bearers, obedient 
to the command of a Brahmin, caused the ocean to roll back and to give hini 
a new strip of land to live in, and Rama took up his abode on Mount Ma- 
hendra. 


It is instructive to compare this Story of Sixteen Kings with a variant 
version of it in the Santi (adhy. 29 of the Vulgate), as related to the same 
Yudhisthira by Sti-Kysna. After the battle the month of mourning is spent 
outside the capital on the banks of the Ganges. Yudhisthira, very dejected, 
Proposes to renounce the kingdom and retire to the forest. At Arjuna’s re- 
quest, Krsna tries to console him and so relates to him the Story of Sixteen 
Kings, which Narada had once related to king Sriijaya. The stories are na- 
turally almost the same as those related to Yudhisthira by Vy4sa after the 
death of Abhimanyu. There is, however, one very striking difference. Fif- 
teen of the kings in the list are the same ; the sixteenth “king” of the Drona 
list, namely, the Bhargava Rama, is conspicuous by his absence in the Santi 
{42} list! He is replaced by a real king. Sagara son of Ikgvaku, who was 
indeed a very famous king, fully deserving to be included in this list of the 
celebrated sixteen kings of antiquity, whereas the Bhargava Rama was no 
king at all and does not properly fall into this enumeration. His “ extermin- 
ation” of the Ksatriyas was merely an act of vendetta. And although he is 
said to have conquered the whole earth, he never was crowned a king. There- 
fore the propriety of including his exploits in the SodaSarajakiya is more 
than questionable. In fact it would never strike anybody except an unscru- 
pulous Brahmin redactor—with strong Bhargava leanings—to perpetrate 
such a tendentious perversion and father it upon Vyasa. 
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KARNAPARVAN 

Karna is represented in our epic as a pupil of the Bhargava Rama, like 
Bhigma and Drona. So there are severa] casual references—in his capacity 
as the guru of Kama—to Rama Jamadagnya in the course of this parvan. 

In adhy. 31 (of the Vulgate), we have a reference to the bow (Vijaya) 
which Karna had received from the Bhargava Rama, who in his tum had 
obtained it from Indra himself. Indra had used it in his fight with the 
Daityas: Rama had used it in his campaign against the Ksatriyas of the 
earth, which he had conquered thrice seven times (B. 8. 31. 46): 

fritsaptakytuah pythivi dhanusa yena nirjita | (V) 

On the seventeenth day of the war, Duryodhana persuades Salya to be 
{Karma's charioteer and to encourage him tells the story how Karna had be- 
come possessed even of celestial weapons through the Bhargava Rama, 


To emphasize further the great importance of Karna, Duryodhana then 
narrates a story which shows the greatness of Kama’s guru, Rama Jamad- 
agnya (adhy. 34 of the Vulgate). Rama is generally represented 
in the Mahabharata as a man—or rather a Superman—who had fought his 
battles on this earth with other human beings like himself. Here we are 
told that he had fought with and vanquished even the Daityas. The story is 
this. To obtain celestial weapons from Mahadeva, Rama (like the Pandava 
Arjuna later) was practising terrible austerities. At that time {43} the 
Asuras had become powerful that even all the gods together could not 
subdue them, and so Mahadeva asks the Bhargava Rama to fight with them 
(as Arjuna later fought with the Nivdtakavacas and other demons). Rama 
went up to the Asuras and said to them, “ Most invincible in battle as you 
are, O Daityas, give me battle”. Then the Daityas began to fight with 
Rama. Then that delighter of the Bhargava clan slaughtered those Daityas, 
on the battle-field by strokes that were like the strokes from Indra’s thunder- 
bolt. After Rama had vanquished the invincible Asuras without the use of 
any special weapons, then Mahadeva gave him those celestial missiles for 
which Rima was practising the terrible austerities. Perhaps feeling that 
the story might be disbelieved, Duryodhana hastens to add that he had heard 
it himself from the lips of a pious and truthful Brahmin while the latter was 
relating it to king Dhrtarastra, Duryodhana’s father. 

Then in adhy. 42 (of the Vulgate). Karna relates that under the guise 
of a Brahmin he had been a disciple of the Bhargava Rama in order to learn 
from him the secret of certain magical missiles known to Rama alone. One 
day while Rama was sleeping with his head resting in the lap of Kama, the 
thigh of the latter was bored through by Indra (Arjuna’s de facto father) 
in the form of a ferocious centipede, and Karna was weltering in blood but 
did not move a muscle, for fear of disturbing the sleep of his guru and thus 
incurring his displeasure. When Rama woke up and saw this state of things, 
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he concluded that his disciple was no Brahmin, as only a Ksatriya could 
suffer such agony and keep still. Then Kara confesses his guilt and begs 
Rama’s pardon.’ Rama pronounces a curse on Kama, saying that at the 
critical moment the magical missiles of which he had obtained knowledge 
from Rama by such a dastardly trick—even the great Yogi could not see 
through it—would fail him. Brahma could never reside firmly in one who is 
not a Brahmin : abrahmane brahma na hi dhruvam syat (B. 8. 42,9.) And 
80 it happened, needless to say. 

In a variant version of this tale (Santi 3 in the Vulgate) the worm 
which had bored through Kama’s thigh is said to have been not Indra in 
disguise, but a demon suffering the effects of a curse pronounced on him by 
Bhygu ! 

[44} SALYAPARVAN 


in the Salyaparvan there are only stray references to the Bhargavas, es- 
pecially in the account of Balarama’s pilgrimage—another very obvious dig- 
ression—during which Balarama visits of course all the places sacred to the 
Bhargavas such as Ramatirtha, Samantapaficaka and so on, which lay on 
his way. 

At Ramatirtha we have a repetition of the story that KaSyapa officiated 
at the sacrifice celebrated by Rama Bhargava after conquering the whole 
earth and annihilating the Ksatriyas (B. 9. 49. 7 f.) : 

yatra Rémo mahabhago Bhargavakh sumahatapah || 
osakyt prihivim jitva hataksatriyapumgavam | 
upadhyayorn puraskrtya Kasyaper munisaitamam || 
ayajad vajapeyena so ‘fvemedhasatena ca| 

prodadau doksindr caiva prthivian vai saségaram || 


- 


SAUPTIKAPARVAN 


The Sauptika is one of the few books of the Mahabharata which are 
entirely, or almost entirely, free from reference to the Bhargavas, The book 
is short, consisting of 18 chapters and about 800 stanzas in the Vulgate ver- 
sion, and comprises only two sub-parvans ; the Sauptika and the Aigika, The 
first sub-pervan describes the slaughter of the sleepers in the camp of the 
Pandavas, while the second gives an account of the use of the world-destroy- 
ing dart Aisika by AévatthAman. 

StRIPARVAN 

In the next book, the Striparvan, which like the former is short, con- 
sisting of 27 chapters and about 800 stanzas in the Vulgate version, there are 
only three incidental references to the Bhargavas. The parvan consists almost 
wholly of the description of the obsequial ceremonies of the warriors killed in 
the war and lamentations of women over their dead kinsfolk, which is fortu- 
nately held free from digressions and interpolations. The tragedy also does 
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not permit the development of any other sentiment. The absence of reference 
to the Bhargavas, who, as already remarked, had strictly speaking no con- 
nection whatsoever with the Kuru-Paficala heroes, is not only thoroughly 
{45} appropriate, but is an omission for which we may be truly grateful to 
the redactors of our Mahabharata. 


SANTIPARVAN 


The Santi, which is in essence a manual of instruction in kingdcraft 
(réjadhorma), conduct in time of calamity (4paddherma) and emancipa- 
tion (moksadharma) compiled in the peculiar pedagogic technique developed 
by the redactors of the Great Epic for the edification of the people combined 
with their entertainment, supplies its quota of Bhargava material. making up 
in some measures for the deficiency of the last three books. 


Already in adhy. 2 f. (of the Vulgate) we hear of the Bhargava Rama. 
The month of mourning is spent by the Pandavas outside the capital on the 
banks of the Ganges. There Narada relates to Yudhisthira the story of the 
early career of Kama, which is here said to be a secret of the gods (deva- 
guhya). In the course of the narrative Narada repeats with more details 
the story we have already noticed as to how Karna had easily deceived the 
Bhargava Rama and obtained from him the carefully guarded secret of the 
fumous Brahma missile (brahmdstre) under the false pretence of being a 
Bramin, and a Bhrgu too. An interesting point of difference between this 
version of the story and that given in the Kamaparvan is, as mentioned 
already, that the worm which bites Karna and bores a hole through his leg 
is not Indra but a demon called Darhéa, who had tried to carry off Bhrgu’s 
wife. If this wife be Puloma, then her ravisher's name was given as Puloman 
in adhy. 4 of the Adi, where, however, there is no mention of Bhrgu's curse ; 
but we are told on the other hand that the ravisher of Puloma was reduced 
to ashes by Bhrgu’s son Cyavana. But perhaps this demon Daria is some 
other ravisher of Bhrgu's wife. 


In any event the happy result of this discourse of the sage was that 
Yudhisthira, casting off grief, enters the capital in state, is installed on the 
throne and performs the obsequial ceremonies of his departed kinsmen. Late1 
Kena in an ecstatic trance communes with the distant Bhisma, who remains 
lying on the battlefield on a bed of arrows and who in a long hymn of ado- 
ration invokes Krena. Kyrgna then sets out with the Pandava brothers and 
his followers [46] to visit Bhisma on his death-bed. The arrival of the party 
at the battle-field, which it will be remenibered has been identified by the 
Yedactors of the epic with the Bhargava firthe Samantapaficaka, affords an 
easy opportunity for another repetition of the legend of Rama's heroic exploit. 
That was the very spot where the Bhargava Rama had established those 
five lakes of blood. Sri-Krena in passing points to those lakes and says 
(B. 12, 48.9): 
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triksaptekrtve vasudhanh kriva nihksatriyam prabhuk | 

ihedanish tato Ramah hormano viraréma ha\| (VI) 
Yudhisthira, the “dummy” of the rhapsode, has an insatiable longing to 
hear all about the extermination of the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rama 
though he had heard it all before from other story-tellers, and he has besides 
some doubts which he forthwith refers to Krgna (B. 12. 48. 10) ; 

tribsaptakytuah prthivi kria nikksatriya puré | 

Rameneti tathattha tvam atra me samSayo mahan || (VII) 

‘To solve this doubt of Yudhisthira Krsna gratuitously volunteers to re- 
peat the whole story of Rama from the very beginning, a full-size account 
of the birth of the Bhargava Rama, of the extirpation of the Ksatriyas and of 
the subsequent regeneration of the race, Here we have now an attestation of 
the entire story by Sri-Krgna, a variant of the story told by Alqtavrana, a 
disciple of Rama, to Yudhisthira himself in the Aranyaka. There are natu- 
rally several discrepancies between the two versions, two of which are note- 
worthy. In the first version it was Satyavati’s father-in-law who prepares 
the magical cerus, which were subsequently exchanged by the good ladies who 
were to partake of them ; here it is Satyavati's husband himself, Reika, who 
prepares them. The other is a somewhat more serious discrepancy. In the 
Aranyaka version, Jamadagni was robbed of his calf by Arjuna Kartavirya 
himself, who is represented there as a perfect fiend. In the story as told 
by S1i-Krspa, Arjuna is a perfect angel of a man, always devoted to peace, 
ever obedient to Brahmins and ready to protect all classes; he had given 
away the earth to Brahmins in a horse sacrifice which he had performed. 
His sons on the other hand were “proud and cruel”, and it was they who 
brought away the calf of Jamadagni’s sacrificial [47] cow. As it is difficult, 
at this distance of time, in the absence of independent evidence, to say whe- 
ther Akytavrana or $d-Krena was more truthful, it must remain a moot point 
whether the guilty party is Arjuna Kartavirya or his sons. Then Sri-Krsna 
goes on to tell Yudhisthira that the Ksatriyas were annihilated by the Bhar- 
gava Rama thrice seven times, speaking exactly like a Bhargava (B. 12. 49. 
64) + 

triksaptakrtvah prthivim kytva nikksatriyarn prabhuh | 

daksinam aivamedhante KaSyapayadadat tatah || (VII) 
The matter being now attested by Sri-Kysna himself, it cannot be described 
by revilers of Brahmins as a fabrication made by the Brahmins themselves, 

It must always have been something of a puzzle to all thoughtful persons 
where Ksatriyas like the Kauravas and the Pandavas and even GridKyqna 
himself came from after the Ksatriya race had been wiped out thrice seven 
times by the Bhargava Raima, and that was in fact Yudhisthira’s doubt, 
which he had expressed to S1i-Krgpa. Various explanations of the mystery 
have been propounded. In the earlier chapters of the epic, as we have seen 
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several times, it was the pious Brahmins who procreated children on the 
widows of the Ksatriyas slain by Rama and they became Kesatriyas by the 
Vedic mile panigrahasya tanayak (1, 98.5): the child belongs to him who 
has gone through the form of marriage with the mother. That was however 
not the view of Sri-Ktsna. His explanation was that the Earth had concealed 
some Ksatriyas.1 She had concealed some Haihayas among women, some 
Pauravas among the bears of Mount Rksavant. Some other Ksatriyas were 
brought up in the forest among the kine, some in the cowpens among the 
calves. Some were protected by the Ocean, some by the wolves? on Mount 
Grdhrakiita. These had all escaped destruction at the hands of the formid- 
able Bhargava. And the old Ksatriya dynasties were resuscitated by Kaé- 
yapa, who first ordered Rama to clear out from the earth which he had given 
to KaSyapa as a part of the sacrificial fee and restored by and by those 
scions of the old Keatriya families to their rightful heritage. Sri-Krsna 
evidently did not know anything about the procreation of Ksatriyas by pious 
Brahmins on the widows of the Ksatriyas slaughtered by the bloodthirsty 
Bhargava. He con-{48}-cludes by remarking that the present Ksgatriyas are 
the legitimate offsprings of those ancient Ksatriyas (B. 12. 49. 88 f.): 

lateh prthivya nitdistams tan samaniya Kasyapeh | 

ebhyasifican mahipdlan ksatriyan viryasammatén || 

tesa putras ca pautras ca yesam vormnsSth pratisthitah | 

At the beginning of the third great sub-division of the Santi, the Moksa- 
dharma, we have a lengthy discourse attributed to Bhrgu, called the Bhrgu- 
Bharadvaja-sarhnvada (adhy. 182-192 of the Vulgate), which summarizes in 
the form of questions and answers almost the entire Brahmanic teaching on 
the subject of (1) the elements, (2) life and death, (3) caste distinctions, 
(4) good and evil, (5) the four stages of life, and finally, (6) the other 
world. It will be seen that it is a complete tractate on Hindu Ontology, 
Sociology, Eschatology and Ethics that is here attributed to Bhrgu, the 
eponymous ancestor of the Bhdrgavas. 
The oft-cited stanza B, 12, 339. 103 f. : 

Hamsah Kiirmas ca Matsyas ca pradurbhavad dvijottame | 

Varaho Narasitnhas ca Vamano Réma eva ca\ 

Rémo Dasrathis caiva Sétvateh Kalkir eva ca| 


from the Moksadharma is important as containing one of the two actual 
references in our Mahabharata to the Bhargava Rama as an auadra of 
Vigqu, one of his ten avatdras ; but the passage is suspect, as it is missing 
in sore Grantha MSS. and some old Devanagari MSS. which have been 


1 The relevant passage is cited and translated by J. C. GHosH, in an article 
which has appeared in the Annals (Vol. 12, pp. 168ff.) entitled “Some additional 
notes on ‘Foreign elements in the Hindu Population ’.” 
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collated by the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute for a critical edition 
of that book. The other reference is in the same chapter, a few stanzas 
earlier (B. 12. 339. 84) : 

Tretayuge bhavisyémi Ramo Bhrgukulodvahat | 

Ksatram cotsadayisyami samrddhabalavehonem || 

‘This stanza cannot be impugned on the score of documentary evidence, 
which is unanimous in its favour. But both references occur in the Naraya- 
niya section of the Moksadharma, which is notoriously a late addition to 
our Mahabharata, This shows that the theory of avatéras is still develop- 
ing in the epic and their number is not yet fixed, nor are the avatdéras fully 
canonized, It should thus seem that the Mahabharata does not {49} neces- 
sarily presuppose the Bhargava Rama to be an @vatara of Vignu. 

ANUSASANAPARVAN 

The Anuédsana, for some reason that is not yet quite clear, is the richest 
in Bhargava material. 

Early in the beginning of this book (adhy. 4), we have the third repe- 
tition of the legend of the birth of Jamadagni. The previous chapter (3) 
telates the mighty deeds of the Ksatriya Viévamitra, which led to his attain- 
ing the coveted status of a Brahmin. In adhy. 4, Bhisma explains how it 
came about that Visvamitra who was of mingled Brahmin and Kegatriya 
parentage was born in the Ksatriya caste with Brahmanic qualities, while his 
nephew Jamadagni, under similar conditions, was born in the Brahmin caste 
with Ksatriyan qualities. We have here a repetition of the old story how 
Reika married Gadhi’s daughter Satyavati, who obtained some boons for 
herself and her mother. The mother and the daughter exchange the trees 
they had to embrace and carus of which they had to partake. The wise 
Reika had purposely made the prescriptions differently. He had in fact put 
the entire accumulated energy of Brahmanism in the caru of his wife, while 
he had put the entire accumulated energy of Ksatriyahood in the caru in- 
tended for her mother. The consequence of the exchange slyly effected by 
the mother was that the son of Gadhi’s wife turned out to be a man with 
Brahmanic propensities, while the son of Rcika’s wife would have been a 
model Ksatriya; but, owing to the pleadings of Satyavati, the great sage 
graciously gives his consent to the postponement of the doom to Satyavati’s 
gtand-son. ° 

This story we have had at Aranyaka 115 and Santi 49 of the Vulgate. 
In passing it may be mentioned that the present version agrees with the 
S4ntiparvan version in making Reika the giver of the boons, whereas in the 
Aranyaka version this person is some ancestor of Reika, either Reika’s father 
or perhaps Bhygu himself. 

The mere mention of Bhargava Rama in B, 13. 14. 273 at once calls 
forth the reaction : 


EPIC STUDIES VI 347 


{50} triksaptekstvah prthivi yena nikksatriya kyla | 
Jémadagnyena Govinda Rémendklistakarmana || etc. (TX) 

In adhy. 30 (of the Vulgate) we are told how a Ksatriya Vitahavya was 
made a Brahmin by the mere word of a Bhrgu. The story is as follows. 

Vatsa, a descendant of Saryati had two sons, Haihaya and Talajangha. 
The hundred sons of Haihaya attacked and killed Haryaéva, king of Kadi, 
whose son Sudeva succeeded him on the throne. Sudeva was likewise de- 
feated and killed by the Haihayas. Sudeva was succeeded by Divodasa, who 
built Varanasi, on the northern bank of Ganges and the southern bank of 
the Gomati, Likewise defeated by the Haihayas, he fled to his priest Bharad- 
vaja, who obtained for him, through sacrifice, a son Pratardana. The son 
of Divodasa defeated in turn all the Haihayas, when Vitahavya pursued by 
Pratardana, fled to the hermitage of Bhygu. When ‘Pratardana demanded 
from Bhygu the surrender of Vitahavya, who was hiding in Bhrgu’s hermit- 
age, Bhrgu in order to save the life of Vitahavya said that there were only 
Brahmins in the hermitage. Through that declaration of Bhrgu, who could 
not tell a lie, Vitahavya actually became a Brahmin. His descendants are 
set out for fifteen generations. His son was Grtsamada, whose eleventh des- 
cendant was Pramati: his son was Ruru ; his son was Sunaka, from whom 
came the Saunakas. 

In adhy. 40, Bhisma expatiates on the fascination and frailty of wo- 
men, the root of all evil, and to support his statement he relates the story 
of Vipula, another Bhargava, an interesting story in which mesmerism or 
hypnotism plays some part (Vipulopakhyana, adhy. 40-43 in the Vulgate). 

The sage Devagarman. the story goes, had a beautiful wife Ruci (Beau- 
ty) by name, who had attracted the attention of the gay king of the gods, 
Indra. Once upon a time it so happened that DevaSarman had to go away 
from his hermitage on some sacrificial business. Not feeling quite sure about 
his little Ruci, the old sage taking into his confidence his disciple, the Bhar- 
gava Vipula, told him to protect his slender-waisted wife, especially against 
the amorous advances of Indra, who was an adept at assuming different forms 
at will. Devasarman pathetically en-[51}-joined his disciple to take every 
care and see that the lascivious king of the celestials did not defile that frivol- 
ous wife of his, like a wretched dog licking the Aavis placed near the sacrificial 
altar. To protect the virtue of Ruci, who was peerless on earth in beauty, 
Vipula decided to enter into her by his yogic power and live in her without 
her being conscious of it, until the critical moment was passed. Indra comes 
as expected and makes overtures to the beautiful Ruci, who had captivated his 
mind. Ruci, though anxious to reciprocate, remains externally indifferent 
to the blandishments of Indra, through the influence of Vipula, who was 
living within her and guiding her actions. Indra, puzzled by the behaviour 
of Ruci, reflects and realizes how matters stand. At that moment Vipula 
leaves the body of Ruci and re-enters his own body. Then Vipula faces the 
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philanderer and soundly rebukes him, and Indra slinks away abashed. Only 
one man had been able to protect a woman and that was the Bhargava Vi- 
pula (B. 13. 43. 27): 

lenaikena tu roks@ vai Vipulena krté sttiyah | 

nényah saktas triloke ’smin raksitum nrpa yositem || 

This story was told by the Bhargava Markandeya to Bhisma (B. 13. 
43. 18) and repeated by the latter to Yudhisthira. 

A few chapters later we have again a Bhargava story, the Cyavanopa- 
khydna in seven chapters (50-56), which is divided into two parts : the first 
two chapters (50-51) illustrate the sanctity of cows, the last five deal really 
with that topic of perennial interest, the mingled Brahmin and Keatriya pa- 
rentage of the Bhargava Rama. 

The first story, in which a cow was found to be the only equivalent 
possible for the ransom of the sage Cyavana, may be passed over. 

In the second story (adhy. 52-56), we come back to the anecdote of 
Rama Jamadagnya, and we have here practically a repetition of the explana- 
tion given above (in adhy. 4 of this very parvan) of the circumstances under 
which Visvamitra, who was of mixed Brahmin and Kegatriya parentage was 
born in the Ksatriya caste with Brahmanic qualities, while Rama under simi- 
lar conditions was born in the Brahmin caste with the oppo-[52}-site quali- 
ties. The repetition comes about in this way. Yudhisthira, whose curiosity 
about the Bhargava Rama is, as already remarked, never satisfied, says to 
Bhisma (B. 13. 52. 1 ff.) : “I have a great curiosity, O Lord, about Ja- 
madagni’s son Rama, that foremost of all righteous persons. You should 
satisfy that curiosity. How was Rama born, that truly valorous hero? He 
belonged by birth to a family of Brahmin sages. How did he become a 
follower of Ksatriyan practices? Relate to me in detail the circumstances 
of Rama’s birth. Also how did a man born in the family of the KuSikas, who 
was a Ksatriya, become a Brahmin? Great indeed was the power of the 
high-souled Rama as also that of Viévamitra!” 

‘The answer is given by Bhisma by relating the prophecy which had been 
made by Cyavana, an ancestor of the Bhargava Rama. Cyavana wants to 
prevent the harm that will come to his clan by Rama’s adopting the practices 
of the Ksatriyas, a danger of which he has prophetic knowledge. He repairs 
to Kusika, through whose descendant the harm was to happen, in order to 
vex him, and, if he finds a favourable opportunity to pronounce a maledic-. 
tion on Kusika, damning him and his descendants to eternal perdition. When 
the sage presents himself before the king and says that he wants to observe a 
certain vow while living in the palace with the king, he is warmly welcomed 
with unfeigned joy, and also served with meticulous care and obsequiousness 
by the king and the queen. The sage has a meal and he then eleeps for 
twenty-one days, during which the king and the queen wait upon him with- 
out food or drink, gently massaging his legs. Suddenly the sage wakes 
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up and goes out, followed with trepidation by the king and the queen, and 
as suddenly vanishes! The king looks for in vain, and, returning in a de- 
jected mood to the room set apart for the sage, finds him again, stretched as 
before on his luxurious bed! The sage practises many tricks of this type, 
calculated to try the patience of the unfortunate couple, and ultimately yokes 
them to a heavily laden war-chariot. During the drive through the city, 
the sage gives the royal couple vicious digs with a heavy iron goad, distri- 
buting all the while in charity the entire wealth of the king. Still the sage 
finds no change in their behaviour. So in the end he has to {53} express 
himself as satisfied with their treatment of him and he goes back to the 
forest, asking the royal couple to come there on the following day. The king 
and queen take a little rest for the first time after forty-two days of trial and 
spend the night happily in each other's company. The next morning the 
king and the queen go to the forest to pay their respects to the sage and see 
there a magnificent palace standing in a big park, a fair imitation of Indra’s 
paradise. After a short while, the magical palace and the park vanish, and 
there sits in the solitude of the forest the sage who had yoked them to the 
chariot and ill-treated them in other ways. Then the king feels that Brah- 
mic power was the summum bonum of life. When he approaches Cyavana, 
the sage gives him a boon. Kusika wants to know why Cyavana had come 
to live with him and what all those incidents implied. Cyavana tells him 
frankly what his intention was and also prophesies that Kusika’s wish would 
be fulfilled in so far that a descendant of Kuéika’s (Viévamitra) would be- 
come a Brahmin. Through the lustre of the Bhrgus, Kuéika’s grandson 
{Vigévamitra) would be an ascetic endowed with the splendour of fire (B. 
13. 55. 32): 
Bhrgiinam eva tejasa | 
pautras te bhavita vipras tapasvi pavakadyulih || 

Then follows in the final chapter Cyavana’s prophecy about the persecu- 
tion of the Bhrgus, about Orva (or Aurva), about Reika, and Jamadagni, 
who will marry Gadhi’s daughter, that is, Kuéika’s grand-daughter. Of the 
boons that will be given to the two ladies by Bhrgu, the exchange of the trees 
and the carus by the mother and the daughter. about Visvamitra, and so on 
and 80 forth. Incidentally it may be mentioned that this is the fourth oc- 
currence of this interesting story of the birth of the Bhargava Rama, it hav- 
ing occurred already at adhy. 4 of this very perven, and before that in the 
Santi (adhy. 48) and the Aranyaka (adhy. 115-117). 

Some chapters later we again meet with the Bhargava Rama when 
Bhigma tells Yudhisthira about the merit of the gift of gold. The shades of 
his ancestors had appeared to Bhisma and told him that the gift of gold 
purifies the giver. Now it happens that the same advice had been given to 
the Bhargava Rama by Vasistha and other sages. In this connection we 
have again an {54} allusion to the extirpation of the Ksatriyas and the con- 


320. —- EPIC STUDIES 
quest of the earth by Rama (B. 13. 84. 31) : 
triksaptakrivak prthivi kid nikksatriyad pura | 
tato jitud mahim krtsndth Ramo rajivalocenah || etc. (X) 

The next chapter (85), a long rambling chapter with 168 stanzas, deals 
with the mystery, already alluded to above, of the birth of Bhrgu, Afgiras 
and Kavi. They are said to be prajdpatis and progenitors of many tribes 
and clans, in fact of the entire mankind . 

It will be a surprise to many that our sandals and umbrellas we also owe 
to a Bhrgu. Chapter 95 relates how the practice arose of giving umbrellas 
and sandals to Brahmins at sraddhas and other religious rites, Once upon 
a time Jamadagni was amusing himself by shooting arrows at a distant tar- 
get, and his wife Renuka was fetching the arrows shot by him. Sorely afflic- 
ted by the scorching heat of the midday sun, she rested just for a moment 
under the shade of an umbrageous tree. Being kept waiting, the irascible 
Bhrgu scolded his wife for her tardiness, but on learning the real cause of 
the delay, wanted to shoot down the offending sun from his high position 
in the heavens. The frightened luminary comes to him in the guise of a 
poor Brahmin, who tries to dissuade him from carrying out his terrible threat, 
but is recognized by the Blrgu and reprimanded. In the end Jamadagni 
is pacified and receives from the sun the first umbrella and the first pair of 
leather sandals. To make a gift of them to Brahmins is highly meritorious. 
This account of the origin of shoes and sandals is, I believe, not found out- 
side the Mahabharata. 

In adhy. 98 (of the Vulgate) we have a report by Bhisma of a discus- 
sion between the Bhargava Sukra and Bali about flowers, lamps, aromatics, 
appropriate to be offered to gods on diverse occasions and the merit accruing 
from the presentation. 

Above, while discussing the Dronaparvan version of the Sodagarajakiya, 
\ had referred to palpable evidence of the “bhrguization” of a legend. We 
have another illuminating instance of the process in the next story (adhy. 
99-100 of the {55} Vulgate) told by Bhisma to Yudhisthira. It is another 
version of the well-known legend of Nahusa’s fall from heaven. 

Nahuga, when king of the gods, neglected the daily offerings to the 
gods including the bali, losing thereby some of his spiritual power. Subse- 
quently, having oppressed the sages, he was hurled down from heaven and 
tumed into a boa by the curse of a Brahmin sage, Bhrgu. 

A similar version of this legend occurs in the Udyoga (adhy. 11-17) 
and is again alluded to in the Santi (adhy. 342). There it is related that 
Nahuga became extremely arrogant and caused the sages to carry his palan- 
quin. While being carried about in this way, his foot touched the head of 
Agastya, who by his curse turned him into a boa. The defect in the cons- 
truction of this naive story is very obvious and must have been early noticed 
by the diaskeuasts themselves. Nahusa, by the terms of the boon which 
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Brahma and the gods had foolishly given him, could absorb the power of 
any being on whom he set his eyes. Under these circumstances, even the 
resourceful Agastya could not effectively curse Nahuga, because Agastya. 
when kicked by the tyrant, being in full view of the other, was ipso facto 
deprived of all his spiritual power, like all the gods and sages who had been 
oppressed by Nahuga and were utterly powerless before him, 

‘The revised version of the legend in the AnuS4sana stages beforehand a 
confabulation between Bhrgu and Agastya. Agastya wants to damn Nahusa 
but does not know how to. Bhygu befriends him and gives him the assurance 
that he (Bhrgu) would somehow bring about the downfall of the tyrant. 
Bhrgu, who knows beforehand, by spiritual prevision, that Nahuga was go- 
ing to kick Agastya, proposes to Agastya, in anticipation of it, that on a 
certain day he would sit hidden inside the matted locks of the sage and from 
that position he would curse Nahusa. So when the opportune moment came, 
Bhrgu, possessed of great lustre, addressed Agastya as follows: “Do you 
shut your eyes, Agastya, while I enter into the matted hair of your head”. 
Having said this, Bhrgu of unfading glory and great energy entered into the 
locks of Agastya, who stood still like a wooden post. Soon after, Nahusa 
saw Agastya approached for being yoked to his chariot. Bhrgu, who was sit- 
ting in the matted locks of Agastya, took {56} care not to look at Nahuga. 
Fully acquainted with the power which the illustrious Nahuga had acquired 
on account of the boon which Brahma had given him, Bhrgu had acted thus, 
Agastya though thus treated by Nahusa did not yield to anger, Then Nahu- 
sa urged Agastya with his goad. The pious sage Agastya still did not yield 
to anger. The lord of celestials, himself enraged at this pusillanimity, then 
struck Agastya on the head with his left foot. When the sage was thus 
struck on the head, then Bhrgu, who was sitting within the matted locks of 
Agastya, became incensed and cursed the sinful Nahusa saying, “ Thou hast 
kicked the head of the great sage, fal! down therefore on the earth, changed 
into a boa!” Thus imprecated by Bhrgu, who had not been seen, Nahusa 
forthwith became transformed into a boa and in that form dropped down on 
the earth. 

Yudhisthira, who had heard a different version of the story from Salya, 
as narrated in the Udyoga, maintains naturally a discreet silence about these 
‘liscrepancies and proceeds to question Bhisma about some other matters on 
which he wanted information, 

Next, in the course of a long passage devoted to the praise of Brahmins, 
showing that the Brahmins are mightier than even the gods, the story of 
‘Cyavana is repeated (adhy. 156). 

Cyavana, who had been rejuvenated and cured of blindness by the Aé- 
vins, had, as we have seen, promised them that they should drink Soma with 
Indra and the other gods. The gods were wavering in their mind, but Indra 
was adamant. He refused to accept the Soma libation in Cyavana’s sacrifice, 
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if those low-caste Aévins were invited at the same time. When Cyavana 
was going to put his magic in operation, Indra rushes on him with a mour- 
tain and thunderbolt, but is instantly paralyzed by Cyavana and brought to 
submission. Then Cyavana creates a fearsome monster, Mada, who is about 
to gobble up all the gods. Beseeched by the gods, who were frightened to 
death by this terrible apparition, Indra apologizes to Cyavana; and the 
A&vins, patronized by the great wizard, are allowed to share the Soma liba- 
tion with the other gods. This story was already narrated to Yudhisthira 
by the sage Lomaga in the Aranyaka (adhy. 123 of the Vulgate) . 


{57} ASVAMEDHAPARVAN 


An echo of the above story we find early in the course of the ASvame- 
dhaparvan. In adhy. 9 we find Agni taunting Indra about the humiliation 
of the latter at the hands of Cyavana, which has been just described (B. 14, 
9, 31): 


yatra Saryatin Cyavano yajayisyan 
schaSvibhyan somam agrhnad ekok | 

tam tvam kruddheh pratyasedhih purastac 
Charyatiyajfian smara tar Mahendra || 

Agni might have added the story of his own humiliation at the hands 
of another wizard of the same clan, Bhrgu, when he was indiscreet enough 
to divulge some secret to Puloman, the seducer of Bhrgu’s wife Puloma, but 
for obvious reasons he does not do so. 

In another digression, the Anugitaparvan, we have an allusion to the 
annihilation of Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rama, used this time for a diffe- 
rent purpose (adhy. 29-30 of the Vulgate). It is here made the basis of a 
homily on the vanity of life. After the murder of Arjuna Kartavirya and 
the extermination of the Ksatriyas, the Bhargava Rama was taught by the 
shades of his ancestors that greater than any victory over kings was the con- 
quest of one's own self : the ascetic ideal. This conquest is made by self- 
mortification. Thus admonished by his departed ancestors, the Bhargava 
Rama practised the most austere penances, and as a consequence of this 
exercise of self-control, that highly blessed one acquired that supreme felicity 
which it is so difficult to obtain. 

The last Bhargava story of the Mahabharata is the Uttankopakhyana of 
this porven (adhy. 53-58 of the Vulgate), which we shall next consider. 

After the death of Bhigsma, Kysna returns to Dvaraki. On his way he 
meets in a desert the sage Uttanka, who is ready to pronounce a malediction 
on Kygna when he learns that the latter had not brought about peace bet- 
ween the contending Kauravas and Pandavas. Sri-Krgna pacifies Uttarika 
by enlightening him about his divine nature and divine mission, complain- 
ing that the Kurus, intoxicated as they were by the pride of pomp and power, 
had not listened to the wholesome advice he had given {$8} them for their 
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welfare. At Uttanka’s request, Sri-Krsna shows him his cosmic form (1a 
pam aisveram), made popular by the Gita, giving him rare boons. 

This story impels the intelligent Janamejaya to ask Vaigarnpayana what 
penances the great Uttahka had practised so that he had the temerity to 
threaten even Visnu (6ri-Kysna). Vaisathpayana replies that it was his 
supreme devotion to his guru that had endowed him with this great spiritual 
power, and he proceeds to relate the story of Uttanka. He relates how Uttan- 
ka had escaped being eaten by the cannibal king Saudisa and obtained the 
ear-jewels of Sauddsa’s queen Madayanti as fee for his guru Gautama, how 
on the way the ear-jewels were stolen by a snake (naga), and how Uttanka 
Tecovered them from the subterranean world of the Nagas. 

It will be noticed that this Uttankopakhyana is but a variant (metrical) 
version of Paugyaparvan, a (prose) sub-section of the Adi (adhy. 3), but 
with some significant differences in the details. The dromatis persone are in 
part different. The preceptor is not Veda, as in the Adi, but Gotama, the 
husband of Ahalyd; likewise the king from whom Uttanka gets the ear- 
jewels is here not Pausya but Saudasa (Kalmasapada), who had become a 
cannibal by the curse of some great gage, whom the arrogant king had be- 
laboured with a hunter. Moreover, in the first version, the name of the snake 
is given as Taksaka, the snake which had bitten king Pariksit and been the 
cause of his premature death ; in the second he remains nameless, The only 
reason for citing the story of Uttahka here, in this paper, is that in the 
Afvamedha version of the story Uttanka is several times called a Bhargava, a 
fact which does not appear from the Adiparvan version. We have thus here 
a documentation for a Bhargava, who by the power of his austerities—devo- 
tion to one’s guru is a kind of tapes—was in a position to curse an ovatdra 
of Visnu himself for his apparent fault in not conciliating the Pandavas and 
the Kauravas and preventing the fratricidal war, and who had to be gently 
pacified by the great god by showing him his cosmic form to support his as- 
sertions. 

If we now go back to the Adi. we shall find that this figure of Uttahka 
has been further deftly woven into the fabric of [59] the epic and not allow- 
ed to remain merely as a loose appendage. For, in the short metrical tail 
of the (prose) Pausyaparvan, it is narrated that, after his adventure in the 
world of the Nagas Uttahka betakes himself straight to the Pandava Jana+ 
mejaya in Hastinapura and prevails upon the king to punish Taksaka for 
causing the death of Pariksit, At Uttanka’s instance Janamejaya instituted 
the snake sacrifice; and at this sacrifice VaiSarhpayana first recited the 
Mahabharata. Now the Mahabharata that we now possess is said to have 
been recited by the Sita Ugrasravas before Saunaka exactly as he had heard 
it during the recitation of the poem by Vyasa's own pupil VaiSarhpayana at 
the famous snake sacrifice which was instituted by king Janamejaya at the 
instigation of Uttaika. Our debt to this Bhargava is therefore very obvious. 
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This Uttankopakhyana contains the last important reference in the Maha- 
bharata to the Bhargavas, linking up with that in adhy. 3 of the Adi. 

There are still a few more Bhargava stories in the Mahabharata, the 
consideration of which I had intentionally postponed and to which we shall 
‘sow turn. 

‘We run into a nest of Bhargava legends, as a matter of fact, already ir 
the fourth sub-section of the Adi, the Paulomaparvan, which have not been 
discussed above. 

The Mahabharata, as is well known, has two variant openings, In the 
first (Adi. 1), when the Sita (or, according to some editions, Sauti) Ugra- 
Sravas, who is to recite the Mahabharata, presents himself at the hermitage 
of Kulapati Saunaka, during the twelve-year sacrificial session inaugurated 
by the sage in the sacred Naimisa Forest and offers to recite stories for the 
edification and entertainment of the guests, the sages assembled there express 
their desire to hear the celebrated Mahabharata (1. 1. 18f.) : 

Janamejayasya yam tajio Vaisampayana uktevan | 

yathavat sa rsis tusty@ satre Duaipayandjiaya || 

vedais catutbhik samitanh Vydsasyadbhutakarmanak | 

Samshitarh srotum icchémo dharmyam papabhayapahash || 
The Sita accordingly commences with some mangala stanzas (1. 1. 20): 

{60} adyarn purusam ianan puruhiitam purustutam | 
ttam ekdksarath brahma vyaktavyakian sendtcnam |, etc., 

which are followed by a sort of prologue, which latter Janguishes and breaks 
off somewhere. 

In adhy. 4 of the Adi, we come upon another opening, which totally 
ignores the first! The Siita is re-introduced. The scene is the same, but 
the programme is changed. Here the assembled sages do not themselves order 
the entertainment, but ask the Sita to wait until the Kulapati Saunaka 
comes. When in the next chapter (5), the Kulapati joins the company, after 
having duly performed his round of daily duties, he instead of asking the Sita 
to narrate the Mahabharata, as the sages in the first instance had done, tells 
him, strange to say, to relate first the history of the Bhargavas (1. 5. 3). 

tatra varnsSam aham pirvam Srotum icchami Bhargavam | 
kathayasva katham etam kalyah sma Sravane tave || 

The Sita obediently proceeds to relate the history of that “ most illus- 
trious family of the Bhygus, which is honoured even by the celestials with 
Indra, Agni and the Maruts” (1.5.5). Here the Bhargava interest is very 
clear and unmistakable. Accordingly eight chapters (5-12), which form the 
Paulomaparvan, are entirely consecrated to an account of the wonderful deeds 
of some of the Bhargavas, an account which is not even remotely connected 
in actual fact with the incidents or characters of our epic. It is a digression 
pure and simple, introduced with the very obvious object of glorifying the 
Bhargavas and giving a permanent form to some of the Bhargava myths and 
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legends. These chapters are a short history of ome special branch of the 
Bhargava clan, represented by : Bhygu, Cyavana, Pramati, Ruru and Sunaka. 
The significance of this branch and its connection with our version of the 
Mahabh2rata will become apparent presently. 

Bhrgu, a sage of almost mythical character, the eponymous ancestor of 
the family, is here said to have been created from Brahma from the sacri- 
ficial fire during Varuna’s sacrifice (216*) ; 

Bhygur maharsir bhogavén Brohmana vai svayarhbhuvd | 

Vatunasya krateu jatah pavekad iti nah Srutam || 
{61} This interpolated stanza (found only in N) contradicts the statement 
in the main body of the text (documented jointly by N and S) to the effect 
that Bhrgu was born by piercing the heart of Brahma (1. 60. 40) : 

Brahmano hrdayarn bhittvé niksrto bhagavén Bhrguh | 
While Bhrgu’s wife Pulom4 was pregnant, the story continues (adhy. 5-6), 
there came to Bhrgu’s hermitage, during his absence, a demon (rdksasa), 
Puloman, who became enamoured of her and wanted to carry her off. To 
make sure of his facts, however, the demon asked Agni whether she was 
really Bhrgu’s wife. The fact was that this Pulom4 was first betrothed to 
Puloman and afterwards given by her father to Bhrgu, and Puloman wanted 
to have his Puloma back, On getting from Agni an answer in the affirma- 
tive, the demon, assuming the form of a boar, carried her off. On the 
way Cyavana is born. His lustre instantly reduces to ashes the demonic 
ravisher of his mother and saves her from a very awkward predicament. 
Puloma returns home safely with the baby. Bhrgu only learns of this inci- 
dent after his return to the hermitage. Incensed at the outrage, he curses the 
god Agni, whom he regards as the prime cause of the disaster, saying that 
Agni would be an eater of all things, good and bad (sarva-bhaksa). 

There follows in adhy, 8 the story of Rumi, son of Pramati. Menaka 
an @psaras, abandons her beautiful daughter near the hermitage of the sage 
SthillakeSa. She is called Pramadvara. Pramati arranges her marriage with 
his son Ruru, who has fallen in love with her. Shortly before the celebration 
of their marriage Pramadvara is bitten by a venemous snake and dies, leav- 
ing Ruru disconsolate. By the miraculous powers of his austere penance, 
this Bhargava gives up half of his life to Pramadvara and revives her, and 
ultimately marries her. Ruru takes a vow to destroy all the snakes in the 
world, like Janamejaya before him, whose father Pariksit had died as the 
result of a snake-bite. One day Ruru comes across a harmless old snake of 
the variety known as dundubha (adhy. 9). The snake begs to be spared and 
80 Ruru does not kill it. The serpent body only concealed the metamor- 
phosed sou! of a sage, who was suffering the effects of a curse pronounced on 
him in a previous birth (adhy. 10), The {62} sage declares akinsd to be 
the highest duty of a Brahmin. Janamejaya had once tried to destroy the 
race of snakes by performing a snake sacrifice ; they were saved by the Brah- 


sequel up to adhy. 53 of the Adi! Only in adhy. 53, after having heard first 
the Bhargava legends and then the story of the snake sacrifice (which had 
been previously related by the Bhargava Pramati to his son Ruru), Saunaka 
at last expresses the desire to hear the Mahabharata of Krsna Dvaipayana, 
which was narrated to king Janamejaya by Vaiéarnpayana in the intervals 
of that snake sacrifice (1. 53, 32 f.) : 

Makabharetam akyhanamh Péndavandrs yasaskoram | 

Jonamejayena yat prstek Krsna-Dvcipayenas tada || 

Stavayamasa vidhivat tada karmantaresu sah | 

tam ahem vidhivat punyan Ssrotum icchami vai katham || 

This completes our survey of the Bhargava material in the Mahabha- 

rata But even this analysis does not give an adequate idea of the total 
number of Bhargava references in the Great [63} Epic. The Bhargavas 
regularly occur as static figures, along with other ancient sages, in the des- 
criptions of martial combats, festive gatherings, state functions, council meet- 
ings and all important assemblies. Outstanding incidents of their history 
are frequently alluded to, briefly, even in the course of other narratives. The 
names of their heroes are habitually introduced in similes and metaphors : 
they are the standards of comparison (upamana), to which everybody else 
is compared, especially the epic heroes, Thus a man is praised by saying 
that his intelligence is like that of Sukra. A warrior is eulogized by saying 
that in heroism he was the equal of the Bhargava Rama. Bhisma is once 
praised by saying that he could not be defeated even by Rama. In other 
places the valour and effulgence of Cyavana and Aurva are utilized for the 
sake of a passing comparison. The devotion of Sukany4 to her husband 


1 The following sages should probably further be included among the Bhrgus : 
(1) Arstisana, 2 sage, mentioned several times in the Aranyaka ; a legend is told 
about him in the Baladeva-tirthayatra (Salyaparvan) ; (2) Gytsamada, mentioned 
briefly in the AnuSasana ; (3) Vede, who was the teacher of Uttafka and chaplain 
of Janamejaya and Pausya ; (4) Pasla, one of the pupils of Vyasa; and (5) Mdy- 
davya, who curses Dharma in the celebrated story (upakhyane) of Animandavya 
in the Adi. The part they play in our epic is small, and therefore they have been 
ignored in this paper. Moreover, none of them, except Grtsamada, is actually called 
a Bh&rgava in our epic. Sri-Krena himself was distantly connected with the Bhir- 
gavas, being a descendant of Yadu, the son of Yayati by the Bhargava Devayani. 
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Cyavana has been made proverbial by constant citation. These details could 
not be considered in the present paper for want of space. 
RETROSPECT 

From the legends preserved in our epic it should seem that the Bh4r- 
gavas were a Brahmin clan, perhaps more intimately associated with the 
ancient Kgatriyas than most of the other Brahmin clans, being largely con- 
nected with them by matrimonial ties, Thus Cyavana is said to have married 
Sukanya, the daughter of king Saryati. Rcika had married Satyavati, the 
daughter of king Gadhi of Kanyakubja and sister of the famous Visvamitra. 
Jamadagni’s wife Renuka is likewise said to have been a princess by birth, 
being a daughter of king Prasenajit of Ayodhya. The Bhargavi Devayani 
was moreover married to king Yayati: one of the very few pratiloma mar- 
tiages on record in Brahmanical literature.* King Vitahavya had been adopt- 
ed and made a Brahmin by a Bhrgu, and his descendants became Bhargavas.* 
On the other hand some of the ancient Bhargavas seem to have come seri- 
ously into conflict with the Ksatriyas. The relations of Rama Jamadagnya 
with the Ksatriyas are so well known and have been repeated above so often 
that it is [64] unnecessary to dilate upon them here. But even in the case 
of Aurva and Jamadagni, the epic has to relate conflicts with the Ksatriyas, 
which have been alluded to above. 

In these conflicts the Bhargavas are represented in our epic as irascible 
sages, domineering, arrogant, unbending and revengeful. To our epic bards 
they are at the same time omniscient and omnipotent. Supermen, who had 
become so chiefly by virtue of their rigid austerities and the magical or spi- 
titual powers acquired by them. Owing to these occult powers, the Bharga- 
vas were like gods walking on earth, or rather greater than mere gods. 
Thus Bhrgu pronounces a curse on Agni—a god fervently lauded 
and worshipped by the simple Aryans—for no faults of his. He also cursed 
(according to one version) Nahusa, who had been elected king of gods and 
who had become arrogant and irreligious owing to this sudden elevation to 
power. The wizard Cyavana paralyzed the arm of the recalcitrant Indra, 
a high god of the Vedic Aryans. Jamadagni would shoot down the Sun, 
another Aryan god. The Bhargava Uttafka, when about to curse Sri-Krena, 
the supreme god of the Bhagavatas or Vaisnavas, was gently pacified by 
the avetéra. The kings of the earth are of course like vermin before these 
Bhargavas. The mighty Haihayas tremble before the infant Aurva, who 
‘blinds them by his effulgence, and they have to beg for mercy on their bended 
knees. King Kuéika grovels at the feet of Cyavana and meekly submits to 
all varieties of indignities for fear that the great sage might curse him, 

+ Even these may be considered later, if a suitable opportunity presents itself. 

? Two others: Apnavana’s with Nahusa’s daughter Ruci, and Prabhakara’s 
mentioned by PAaRGITeR, Anc. Ind. Hist. Trad., 304 f. 

3 Devapi, brother of Santanu, becomes Arstisena, a sub-class of the Bhygus. 
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Bhygu, the eponymous ancestor of the Bhargavas, was one of the pre- 
japatis, While the other prajépatis like Daksa are said to have issued from 
different limbs of Brahma, Bhrgu is represented as having sprung from 
Brahma’s heart, the noblest of the internal organs of man of god? In an- 
other context in our epic, it is implied that Bhrgu was the greatest of the mta- 
harsis, though his name is not included even in the list of the famous Seven 
Sages. 

But the Bhargava most popular with our bards is surely Rama Jama- 
dagnya. The bards love to dwell on his martial ‘exploits, repeating them 
whenever the slightest opportunity for it presents itself. The shadow of 
this colossus overspreads the entire epic, excepting the short tale at the end 
of the poem. In our epic he is not yet a full-fledged avat@ra, but on the 
high way to be ele-{65]-vated to that rank, surreptitious efforts being made 
to make the epic document his divinity. He conquers the whole world, alone 
and unaided; such is the prowess of his fierce austerities. He frees the 
earth of the burden of Ksatriyas thrice seven times and makes the gift of 
the earth to KaSyapa, his priest, who divides it among Brahmins. Rama 
fights even the enemies of the gods, with the same assurance and success, 
enemies whom the gods themselves could not subdue. As the Bhargava 
Rama is the perfect warrior (sarveSastrebhriam varak a phrase the bards 
love to apply to him), three of the leading warriors of the Kaurava army-— 
Bhigsma, Drona and Karna—are said to have been initiated into the science 
of arms by Rama Jamadagnya, though the latter according to the epic itself, 
lived at the end of the Tretaé Age and the Kurm Pagdava war took place at 
the end of the Dvapara. 

The epic contains a number of episodes (upakhyanas) relating to the 
Bhargavas, such as, the Aurvopakhyana (Adi), Kartaviryopakhyana (Aray- 
yaka), Ambopakhyana (Udyoga), Vipulopakhyana (Santi), and Uttafkopa- 
khyana (ASvamedha), and so on. The entire Pauloma and a large section 
of the Paugya two independent sub-parvens of the epic, are also devoted to 
the legends of the Bhargavas. Besides these there are important discussions 
and discourses attributed to some of the celebrated Bhargavas, such as the 
Bhygu-Bharadvaja-sarhvada, the Cyavana-Kusika-sarhvada and the Maér- 
kandeya-samasya, 

Another striking feature of these Bhargava legends in our Mahabha- 
rata is the frequent repetition of these legends on different occasions in the 
course of the epic. Thus the legend of Uttanka, the myth of the alterca- 
tion between Cyavana and Indra, the story of Drona’s obtaining weapons 
from the Bhargava Rama, and the account of Kama’s pupilship under him, 
is each told twice, in different contexts. ,The legend of the birth of Jama- 
dagni and Rama is related in all four times. That the Bhargava Rama ex- 
terminated the Ksatriyas thrice seven times is mentioned ten times, in nearly 





1 Fivarah sarvabhiitanam hrd-dege ’rjune tisthati| Bhag. Gita. 
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identical form (triksaptaktuak prthivt kta nibksatriyd puré, which appears 
to have been a slogan of the bards) ; but the humiliation of the pride of 
the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rama is mentioned about a score of times, 

It is to be noted that the Bhargavas spring into this promi-[66]}nence 
all of a sudden in the Mahabharata. We look in vain for any reflection of 
their phenomenal power and glory in the Vedic literature? There the 
Bhargavas are frequently alluded to as devoted to the fire-cult and they ap- 
pear in the réle of a group of ancient fire priests. They are said to have 
procured fire for mankind. In the Battle of Ten Kings, the 
Bhargavas are mentioned with the Druhyus. In many passages they are 
associated with the Afgirases. The Atharvaveda is also known as Bhrgvah- 
giras, and it seems certain that both the Bhygus and the Angirases dabbled 
a great deal in the black art and were feared on that account. That they 
probably came into conflict with other clans and especially perhaps the Ksa- 
triyas is indicated by the fact that in the last-named Veda the name of 
Bhygu is chosen to exemplify the dangers incurred by those who oppress 
Brahmins. The Syfijaya Vaitahavyas succumb as the result of an attack 
on Bhygu. The Aitareya Brahmana shows Bhrgu in a similar light. 

Thus we see that the Vedic references give no ground for explaining the 
eminence of the ancient Bhdrgavas implied by the epic account. These refe- 
rences supply nevertheless rudimentary clues of ideas and sentiments which 
were probably magnified in the imagination of the remote decendants of a 
powerful ancient clan, influenced strongly by the cult of ancestor worship. 
Thus, for example, the close connection of the Bhrgus with the fire cult may 
perhaps serve to explain the part that Agni plays in many of the Bhargava 
legends in the Mahabharata. The Cyavana-Aévins legend of the epic finds 
some support in the statement of the Rgveda to the effect that the Agvins re- 
juvenated Cyavana, making him “ acceptable to his wife and a husband of 
maidens." The Brahmanas amplify this account. The connection of the 
Bhrgus with the Atharvaveda explains the element of witchcraft in the 
Bhargava legends of our epic, such as, for example, the revival of the dead 
by the Bhargava Sukra, or the paralyzing of the arm of Indra by Cyavana 
and of the creation of the monster called Mada, mentioned above. That the 
Bhygus had in some way championed the cause of Brahmins against other 
clans is, as {67} already mentioned, supported by a reference in the Athar- 
vaveda. Their intimate association with the Angirases implied in the Vedic 
literature is reflected faithfully in many of the stories and genealogies of our 
epic, 

Taking a collective view of these Bhargava references in the Great Epic, 
we cannot avoid the conclusion thag the Bhargava heroes occupy a surpris- 
ingly large portion of the canvas—which is said to depict the Bharata 
War—filling up as they do much of the available space of the background. 


1 MACDONELL and KEITH, Vedic Index, vol. 2, p. 109. 
22 
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And it is more than probable that if the epic is examined yet more minute- 
ly, still further evidence of Bhargava material, hitherto undiscovered, will 
be brought to light. Their myths and legends are uniformly distributed over 
the entire extent of the Great Epic with the exception of some short and 
unimportant parvans (10 and 15-18) at the end (comprising in ali not more 
than 2500 stanzas, a negligible fraction of the epic), books on which the aver- 
age reader of the poem bestows but scant attention. The figures of the 
Bhargavas have also been magnified to colossal proportions, painted with a 
thick brush and in vivid colours. In short, the Bhargavas are represented in 
cur epic—the Mahabhdrata, the epic of the Bharata’s or the epic of the 
Bharata War—throughout as the people. How does that come about ?— 
“Cui bono?”, as the Roman lawyer would have asked. 

To imagine that all this fulsome eulogy liberally showered upon the he- 
toes of the Bhargavas, and the interminable repetition of their stories and 
legends are entirely unconscious—at least unintentional—and without any 
ulterior motive, being just ordinary features of epic treatment, would be in- 
deed naive In the first place, we have very clear and definite evidence of 
the fact that our epic had been consciously and deliberately expanded at 
least in one instance: the surreptitious addition of a bunch of Bhargava 
legends to the Kuru-Pandava epic in the shape of the so called Paulompar- 
‘pam in the Adi which is entirely made up of Bhargava legends and has not 
even the remotest intrinsic connection with the story of the epic. 
Then we have equally clear and definite evidence of the tenden- 
tious ‘ Bhpguization" of older legends, which occur in the epic itself in two 
forms, one with and the other without some important Bhargava element, to 
wit, the Stories of Sixteen Kings (Sodagarajikiya) and the Nahusa-[68} 
Agastya legend. We have also noticed that our Mahabharata contains two 
variant openings, one of which is clearly inspired by a Bhargava, both for- 


1 There is only one explanation of the childish exaggeration and this repeated 
mention on the annihilation of the Keatriyas by the Bhargava Raima. A deep 
analysis of the motives underlying this (phenomenon) would suggest that these 
fabrications are only a form of ‘over-compensation’, and endeavour to make the 
Bhrgus feel important and ‘worth while’, after the disastrous blow to their ego- 
ideals. It is the paychological revenge of the Bhrgus who were all but exterminated 
by the Ksatriyas. The slaughter of the Bhrgus admitted by the Bhygus them- 
selves in the Aurva Jegend deserves all the credence which unfavourable evidence 
by a witness against one’s own self ordinarily does; what the Bhygus in turn did 
to the Ksatriyas—namely, the annihilating the Ksatriyas by Bhargava Rama 3X7 
is known to us only from the account of thie event from Brahmin sources, This 
myth—the dream of the Bhygue—is the sublimation of that intolerable inferiority 
feeling which had been repressed, but which, was clamouring for expression, 

2 This was noticed by HoLTZMANN, Das Mahabhérate, vol, 2 (1893), p. 12. 
“Es liegt hier die Einleitung des Mahabharata der Bhargava vor, gerade wie im 
Gesetzbuche des Menu die Fassung der Bhérgave sich eingedrangt hat”. He did 
Not follow, however, this fruitful idea any further, being misled by the immediate 
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tunately preserved by the conservative instinct of the redactors, helped by a 
process of conflation peculiar to the Mahabharata, which tolerates a close 
juxtaposition of discrepant versions. We have further indirect testimony of 
the effort made to connect some Bhargava or other with the propagation of 
the epic. We are thus told that it was the Bhargava Uttanka who instigated 
Janamejaya to undertake the snake sacrifice at which the Mahabharata was 
first publicly recited. Our Astika is that tale which was narrated to the 
Bhargava Ruru by his father Pramati. And last but not least, we must take 
account of the very important fact that the Kulapati Saunaka himself, be- 
fore whom the Mahdbhdrata is said to have been recited by the Sita Ugraéra- 
vas, was also a Bhargava! So when Saunaka says that he wants to hear 
the history of the Bhargavas before anything else (1. 5. 3): 
tatra vamsam cham pirvern Srotum icchami Bhargavam |, 

the reason for this peculiar predilection of the host of the Siita is very evi- 
dent. 

But it might be contended that we are unnecessarily emphasizing the 
Bhargava element ; that the Mahabharata was or has come to be an encyclo- 
paedia of Brahmanic tradition and it therefore contains also all the Bhargava 
lJegends—in a slightly exaggerated form perhaps. The epic itself says (1. 
56. 33) : 

yod ikdsti tad anyatra yan nehasti na tat kvacit | 
That is undoubtedly true, to a certain extent. One can, however, easily con- 
vince oneself that the diaskenasts who boldly conceived the colossal idea of 
converting the popular Epic of the Bharatas into the Encyclopaedia Brah- 
manica, though generally catholic in their selection of Brahmanic legends and 
doctrines, and eclectic as regards their religious and philosophical outlook, 
yet they {69} were probably not entirely without their preferences and pre- 
judices, and that they do not apportion anything like the same amount of 
space and breadth of treatment to the myths and legends of other Brahmanic 
families such as the Agastyas, Atreyas, Kanvas, Kasyapas, Gautamas, Va- 
sisthas, and so on. The legends of these other families or clans are by no 
means entirely ignored in our Mahabharata, but they are comparatively few 
in number and hardly ever repeated. They appear like negligible details 
on the vast canvas of the epic and are easily lost sight of in this colossal 
accumulation of apparently most heterogeneous elements, which are all the 
same carefully balanced so as to produce a more or less homogeneous impres- 
sion. Very differently treated are the Bhargava legends in our Mahabharata. 
To make any impression by the side of the titanic figures of the old epic like 
Bhisma and Kara, Kygpa and Arjuna, the Bhargavas had to be magnified a 
great deal and their legends, which were probably not so well known then 


sequel. “Unser Mahdbharata,” he remarks, “kehrt aber sofort wieder zur ander- 
en Fassung zurtick. In Folgenden erzihlt nicht Pramati den Ruru, sondern, wie 
frther, Ugrairavas dem Sounaka”’ 
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as now had to be repeated. And we accordingly find that the legends have 
been repeated, so often that the redactors themselves must have in time come 
to believe in them ; and the figures have been magnified, 90 liberally that 
they appear almost to eclipse the heroes of the Great Epic itself. 

Just for the sake of contrast, we might compare the other great epic 
of India, the Ramayana, for Bhargava references. That epic also is a Brah- 
manic epic, containing a host of Brahmanic legends and _ stories. 
The result of his quest for Bhargava references wil} astonish the 
reader. The references are remarkably few and extremely meagre. 
About our Bhrgu, a vibdwti of Sri-Kysna, the only thing recorded in 
the Ramayana is that his wife was decapitated by Visnu! Cyavana has 
been introduced in Valmiki’s epic only to narrate some stories. The solitary 
Teference to our Rama Jamadagnya (sarvaSastrabhrtam vara) has been no- 
ticed above ; it is the one in which he challenges Rama Dééarathi and is 
worsted in the encounter! We leam nothing more about Jamadagni from 
the Ramfiyana than the bald fact that he was slain by Arjuna Kartavirya. 
Aurva, who as an infant had blinded the Haihayas by his effulgence, is not 
mentioned at all, so far as I know. Comment is superfluous. 

{70} Now there can be no question that all this Bhargava material in 
our present Mahabharata is entirely foreign to the plan of the original saga 
of the Bharatas, occurring as it does almost wholly in the episodic portion 
of the epic. There should be, therefore, in my opinion no hesitation in con- 
Cluding that in our version of the Mahabharata there is @ conscious—nay 
deliberate—weaving together or rather stitching together of the Bharata le- 
gends with the Bhargava myths. 

The question how precisely this Bhargava element, which we find con- 
centrated mostly in the upaékkyanas, came into the cycle of the Bharata le- 
gends is intriguing, but unfortunately the answer is largely a matter of spe- 
culation. Even according to the traditional view, it was sot the work of Vyasa, 
the reputed author of the Mahabhdrata, because the diaskeuasts have been 
fortunately frank enough to admit that his work, the Bharata, which originally 
consisted merely of 24,000 stanzas, had no episode to speak of (1. 1. 61): 

caturvimSatisahastim cakre Bhératasamhitam | 
upakhyanair ving taved Bharatem procyate budhaib || 

It could again hardly have been the work of Vaisarhpayana, the direct 
pupil of Vyasa, according to tradition, who is said to have recited the Bhi- 
rata of Vyésa, in the presence of Vyasa himself, as he had been taught by 
his guru, during the intervals of the short snake sacrifice celebrated by king 
Janamejaya. 

The case was different with the next recorded recitation of the Maha- 
bharata : it was by the Sita UgraSravas in the presence of the Bhargava 
Gaunaka during the twelve-year sacrifice instituted by the latter (1. 1. 1ff; 
4. 1ff). Even before the recitation commences, Saunaka explicitly ake the 


EPIC STUDIES vi 333 


Sita who had come there to recite his Mahabharata, to narrate first of all the 
history of the Bhargavas and, as directed by his host, the Sita obediently 
does sq. There is a very clear shifting of the centre of gravity. Here 
we have a different milieu and a different interest. The scene changes from 
the bustling and scintillating pageantry of the Kaurava Court to the reflec- 
tive calm and leisure of the sylvan retreat of the Bhygus. 

Few scholars, I imagine, would now be inclined to deny that our epic 
text has undergone momentous alterations in the course {71} of its long and 
eventful history. {t is now generally recognized that the Bh4rata, like the po- 
pular lays, ballads and early epics of all countries and all people, has always 
been a fluid text, adjusted to the varying needs of the occasion and the differ- 
ing tastes of the audience. No disparagement or condemnation of the text: is 
thereby implied. The process is quite normal, inevitable and in a wider 
sense wholly right. To continue to be a vital force in the life of a progres. 
sive people, the epic must be a slow-changing book. The fact of expurgation 
and elaboration is only an outward indication of its being a book of inspira- 
tion and guidance in life, and not merely a book lying unused and forgotten 
on a dusty book-shelf. And this is no drawback in the case of our text. 
Therein lies on the contrary its capital interest and importance for us. It 
is a rapid motion picture reel of many ages of Indian culture—not necessarily 
factitive history—arranged in a naive fashion : something like the sculptured 
panels on the gateways and the railings of the Buddhist Stipa at Sanchi or 
the mural frescoes of Ajanta, with scenes telescoped all in one plane, without 
much regard to perspective or perhaps with its own peculiar technique of pers- 
pective. 

As already remarked, it seems probable that in the formative period of 
the epic a powerful Bhargava influence—direct or indirect—has been at wok, 
so to say behind the scenes, in shaping our epic for us. This element had 
obviously obtruded itself upon the original nucleus, certainly after the time 
of the original author Vyasa and probably after that of Vaiéampayana. The 
next traditional link, however, in the transmission of the epic is the Sita. Is 
the Siita then regponsible for the conversion of the Bharata into the Malia- 
bharata? Now I do not doubt that some of the Siitas probably were gifted 
versifiers, able to compose ex tempore short bardic poems and to improvise 
lays to suit them to the varying tastes and requirements of the audience. 
But if we consider these Siitas capable of composing on the spur of the mo- 
ment such masses of narrative episodes and didactic discourses as we find in 
our Mahabhirata, we shall be crediting these minstrels with an accomplish- 
ment far beyond their natural capacity. Nobody is, however, so credulous 
nowadays as to imagine the Sita as the author of those extensive innovation 
that must {£72} have been necessary in order to convert a heroic poem of about 
24,000 stanzas (taking the traditional figure as a rough guide for our spe- 
culations) into an encyclopaedia, of the present dimensions. 

224 
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We are not in any case, as far as I can see, constrained to accept evety 
single statement of the epic in its exact literal sense. And when I say that, 
I mean no disparagement either of the text ; far from it. Our epic does not 
Pretend to be a dry, prosaic, matter-of-fact chronicle, nor a statistical history 
in the modern sense, based upon a laboriously compiled critical apparatus. 
If it were that, it would surely not have lived for 2500 years, We have on 
the shelves of our libraries hundreds of ponderous tomes and compendiums 
of national and world history, prepared along approved lines by laborious 
professors of history. But hardly anybody reads these works twice, and they 
are mostly forgotten, in a generation or two, by an understanding and un- 
grateful posterity. The Mahabharata never was a scientific chronicle of that 
type and it would be egregious folly to regard it as such. It is above alt 
an inspired poem. It was actually regarded by later generations as a kdvya : 

kytam mayedem bhagevan kavyank poramapijzitam |, 

the highest’ type of Indian poetry, like its sister epic, the Ramayana. It was 
before everything else a work of art, creative art, idealistic in conception, 
informed with deep religious feeling, permeated by a conscious didactic pur- 
pose, focussed more on ideas and ideals than on facts and figures, in which 
people were not interested then so much as now; a work in which a moral 
was conveyed by a parable, an elusive truth by a tangible facile myth. And 
to the inspired creators of a traditional book of that type we must at least 
allow poetic licence and common imagination, 

The entire story that the Sita had heard the epic at its first recitation 
by Vaiéathpayana and reproduced it verbatim at Saunaka’s bidding, having 
committed it to memory after a single hearing, is so obviously unnatural and 
improbable that it seems clearly more appropriate to regard it merely as a 
poetic fiction, a “ frame-story,” the most popular of Indian devices of literary 
composition. But there is no symbolism without a basis, however difficult 
it may {73} be for us to reach the elusive subconscious or unconscious. To 
my mind, the frame-story of our Mahabharata is directly an unconscious 
admission of the fact that the Bharata had at a critical stage of its evolu- 
tion passed into the sphere of influence of the Bhrgus, through the medium 
of the wandering minstrel. The Bhargava influence is implied in the person 
of the Kulapati Saunaka. The Siita, who used to recite the poem in the 
Heroic Age, is kept on, with due regard to traditional usage, to give the new 
recension a setting appropriate to it and indicating the source at the same time. 

The influence of the Bhargavas in the narrative portion of the Great Epic 
is very evident and can hardly de disputed. But their influence in an en- 
tirely different sphere, though less tangible and therefore more difficult to de- 
monstrate, is to my mind nevertheless probable : I mean the incorporation 
into the epic of large masses of didactic material, concentrated chiefly in the 
Santi and Anuéasana, especially so far as it concerns the Dharma and Niti 
elements. Though the philosophy of the Mahdbhfrata is often times rather 


EPIC STUDIES VI 335 
shaky, being in places abstruse and confused, and though the religious be- 
liefs which find expression there are perplexingly eclectic, oscillating between 
Vaisyavism and Gaivism, between Henotheism and Pantheism, there can be 
no two opinions about the fact that the Mahdbhdrata offers a very sound and 
complete exposition of Dharma and Niti according to Indian theorists, a 
feature which has given this venerable old monument of Indian antiquity 
its rank as Smyti and its abiding value and interest to the Hindus, nay to al) 
true children of Mother India. 

Now it happens that Dharma and Niti are just the two topics in which 
the Bhygus had specialized and with which their names are prominently as- 
sociated. The connection of the Bhargava Sukra with Niti, which is prover- 
bial in the Mahabharata, is so patent that it does not need to be especially 
pointed out. The connection of the Bhrgus with the Dharmaéastra is perhaps 
not so well known, but is nevertheless equally certain. One has only to re- 
call that, according to a tradition preserved in the work itself, our Manusmyti. 
the most. famous and popular of ancient Indian works bearing on the Dhar- 
magastra, is the ancient Code [74} of Manu in the form in which it was 
communicated to mankind by Bhygu and is therefore even commonly known 
as the Bhygusarnhita, an explanation which I see not the slightest reason to 
question or doubt. It is also recognized that there is intimate connection 
between the Mahabharata and the Manusmrti. The Manuemrti, it may be 
pointed out, has an introduction not unlike in conception to the first chapter 
of our epic : a few stanzas agree to some extent even in their wording. The 
opinions of Manu have been frequently cited in our Mahabharata (ity evens 
Manur ebravit). According to BUHLER’s computation, there are about 260 
stanzas of the Manusmyti, that is nearly 10 per cent. of the total, which are 
again found verbatim (or with only slight varidtions) in pervens 3, 12 and 
18 alone of the Great Epic? Then on the side of the Mahabharata, Dharma 
is the foundation on which the whole stately edifice of the Great Epic has 
been reared, and to a great extent also the material of which it is composed. 
Our Mahabharata is itself a dharma-grantha. The putative hero of the epic, 
Yudhisthira is called Dharmaraja, himself a son of Dharma ; he is Dharma 
incarnate. The Bharata was a dherma-yuddha: yato dharmas tato jaych. 
The field of battle was a dharma-ksetra. Narayana incamated himself 
as Sri-Kygna to restore the fallen Dharma. The essence of the book (Bhdra- 
ta-savitri), embodying the moral of the story, is given as (B. 18, 5. 62 f.) : 

fitdhvabchur viraumy esa na ca kascic chrnoti me | 
dharmad arthas ca kames ca sa kimarthamn na sevyate || 
a jétu Raman na bhayan na lobhad 
dharmorh tyajej fivitasydpi hetok | 
wityo dharma sukhadubkhe tv anitye 
Fwo nityo hetur asya tv anityak || 


3 BUHLER, The Lows of Monu (S. B. E. 25), ps LAXX. 
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The infiltration of masses of Bhargava material in the shape of Bhargava 
myths and legends, the manner of its treatment, and even that strange admix- 
ture of the Epic with the Dharma and Niti elements, which latter especially 
has eo long puzzied many inquirers into the genesis of the Mahabharata, 
thus appear to find a simple and straightforward explanation in the assump- 
tion of an important unitary diaskeuasis of the epic under very strong and 
direct Bhargava influence. But this does not at all {75} imply that the text 
has remained untouched after this first diaskeuasis; far from it. Like all 
traditional works, it was a slow-changing book ; and additions and alterations, 
ag already remarked, must have been made in it continuously throughout its 
Jong history of about 2500 years. 


These further additions were in the main probably made in the first ins- 
tance by the Bhargavas themselves in the centuries that immediately fol- 
lowed: the first important diaskeuasis under Bhargava supervision, since it is 
most likely that just as the different collections of Vedic hymns, the various 
Brihmanas and the ritualistic manuals were all, for some time, the closely 
guarded property of diverse Vedic schools and families of sages, which had 
respectively cultivated and developed them, so also our rerhodelled Bharata, 
now elevated to the rank of the Fifth Veda, must have remained for some 
time in the exclusive possession of the Bhargavas as their close literary pre- 
serve. That would, in my opinion, account for the apparent homogeneous 
character of this heterogeneous mass : it all came from different hands, but 
out of the same mould. 


If the above considerations have any validity, they might help us to lift 
up a comer of the thick veil enveloping our Great Epic and allow us to have 
a covert peep into its history. Such a peep would show that there existed 
in India, in very ancient times an epic poem of about 24,000 stanzas, attribut- 
ed to Vyasa (the “ Expander”), which described in great detail the Bharata 
War and sang the glory of the Payxdavas. This heroic poem, the Bharata, 
which used to be recited by the Stitas mostly at royal courts and had in 
course of time become very popular, was at a critical stage of its history ap- 
propriated by the Bhrgus (who had certainly specialized in the Dharma and 
Niti4stra and probably also developed leanings towards Visnuism), with the 
idea of developing the epic into a vehicle of popular instruction and edifica- 
tion combined with entertainment. These anchorites, full of age-old wisdom 


The most conspicuous instances of such latter additions (not found in all 
mse, even) ; 

Adi: 1. The Brahma-Ganesa epieode; 2. Kanikaniti; 3. Svetald-upé- 
khyana. 

Aranyaka: 1, Sdrya-stotra (B. 3. 3. 36-69) ; 2. Additions to Markandeya’s 
discourse (B, add. 193-198, 200). 

Virata : Durgistotra. 

Bhigma : Durgastotra, 
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and wonderful masters of the art of myth-weaving, took from the Siitas the 
Bharata and gave back to the world the Mahabharata, the same book yet 
different. In the process of the redaction by the Bhrgus, the work, naturally 
and to an extent unconsciously, received that characteristic and indelible 
stamp {76} which was predetermined by the eventful history, the natural 
proclivities, the special endowments, and the peculiar “ Weltanschauung” of 
the Bhygus. It was this little episode in its history that necessarily gave our 
poem the anomalous character of an Epos and “ Rechtsbuch” combined. It 
may be stirmised that this remodelled Bharata remained for some consider- 
able time in the hands of the Bhargavas, who had developed it and 80 to say 
re-created it, as their exclusive literary property, and they exploited it there- 
after and propagated it in their own way. The colossal success of the Bhar- 
gava recension of the ancient Epic of the Bharatas, a success which in one 
sense was richly deserved, was the indirect cause of the neglect and subse- 
quent disappearance of the original heroic poem, which probably still existed 
at the time of the composition of the Aévaldyana Grhya Siitra (3. 4. 4).1 
Like other branches of the hieratic literature, when the epic at last passed out 
of the hands of the Bhygus and became the common property of the literati 
of India, it still remained a fluid text, not entirely closed to minor altera- 
tion and expansion, but retained its character as a traditional work, revered 
and cherished by the people as the work of Maharsi Vyasa and serving still as 
a vehicle of popular education, inspiration and edification as intended by 
the Bhygus. The further we pursue the study: of the traces of Bhargava in- 
fluence on the Epic of the Bharataé, the clearer, it seems to me, will become the 
history of our Mahabharata, the Great Epic of Bharatavarga, 


VII. The Oldest Extant MS. of the Adiparvan.* 
Introductory, 


A discovery of capital importance for Mahabharata studies is the accident- 
al but singularly lucky find by Manyavara Gurujiu Hemray Panditjiu, ¢.LE., 
D.P.1., the well-known savant of Nepal, of a new Nepali MS. of the Adiparvan, 
which according to the Panditjiu is between seven hundred and eight hundred 
years old, and therefore easily: the oldest extant MS. of the Mahabharata. It 
was only a few years ago that I had remarked in the “ Prolegomena” to the 
Adiparvan : “Only those who know the difficulties in the way of obtaining 
any MS. from Nepal will be in a position to appreciate fully the debt which 
the editor and the other members of the Mahabharata Editorial Board, and 
beyond that the whole world of Indologists, owe to the Rajaguru. {202} 


1 N. B. Urorar, Proc. & Trans. 1st. Or Conf. (1922), pp. 46-61: * The men- 
tion of the Mahbharata in the Aévaliyana Grhyasitrs.” 
* [ABORT 19.201-262). 


338 EPIC STUDIES 


Sankritiste have much to hope for from the dispassionate efforts of this truly 
patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportunity of placing his im- 
menad learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of all serious 
workers in the field of Sanskrit research”. How prophetic those words have 
proved and how the Rajaguru has more than justified our expectations, is 
manifested in the recovery of this singular old Nepali MS. 


The MS., of which complete collations and specimen photos (reproduced 
here in facsimile?) were kindly sent to me for my use by Rajaguru HEMARAJ 
Panditjiu, was recently acquired by him and is in his possession, The mate- 
rial is palm-leaf and the writing, which is throughout uniform, is in old faded 
ink. It contains only the first parvan of the Mahdbharata, but is complete 
in itself, there being no folios missing. The average folio measures 
21” X 24” and each folio contains uniformly 7 lines of writing, except the 
last folio, which has only 4} lines. The MS. is not dated but the high anti- 
quity claimed for it is authenticated, apart from its antique look,* by con- 
vincing internal evidence. The best proof is that it is almost entirely free 
from those modem accretions which are given in Appendix I of the Adiparvan 
Volume, as also in great part from those other smaller insertions which are 
listed in the foot-notes. More astonishing still is the fact that out of the 
textual emendations hazarded by the editor, fifty per cent. are actually docu- 
mented by this MS. It is therefore no exaggeration to say that this remark- 
able MS. opportunely affords weleome support to the Critical Edition in most 
crucial matters. Moreover many of the variant readings of the new MS. are 
difficult and obscure, marking out its text as distinctly archaic. And, finally, 
in many of its readings it agrees fairly closely with a certain other MS. from 
Nepal, which is symbolized as N, in the critical apparatus of the Adi, and 
which is agdin the oldest dated MS. of the the Adiparvan. The tradition is 
therefore fairly complete and well attested. 


{203} The greatest value of this MS, lies, as hinted already, in its cor- 
roboration of the constituted text of the Critical Edition. Indirectly it 
attests and justifies, as an independent witness, the principles according to 
which the reconstruction of the epic text is achieved, thus placing the consti- 
tuted text on still surer foundations. 


Long Insertions of the Vulgate. 
Hitherto, it-may be observed, the data of the Sérada and the “K” ver- 
sions had mainly to vouchsafe for the purification of the epic text attempted 


1 ‘The photographs are of the written surface of the first and last folios and 
twa intermediate folica (one of which latter is the penultimate folio of the MS.). 

2 I have compared the script with the specimens reproduced in BUHLER’Ss 
Paleographische Tafein. It comtes closest to the script of Tafel VI, No. XI (Cam- 
bridge MS, No, 1691, 2 of ap, 1179), 
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in the Critical Edition. Now, the omissions of the constituted text are sup- 
ported from a new source and from an entirely: different: version, the Nepali. 
Our MS. is in fact surprisingly free from most of the matter pronounced to be 
spurious on the evidence of the then available MSS. of different versions. The 
longer insertions given in Appendix 1, are conspicuous by their absence in this 
MS. Here is a list of the long passages which are missing in the new MS. 

No. 1: The Brahm4-Ganesa complex ; inserted at different points in 
Ky, Dn Dr Dyazae S, Le, om, in its totality only in K,., D,. 

No. 13: A passage of six lines ins. in K (except K,) V, (marg.) Da Dn 
Dir Gros, 

No. 14: The Puramic story of Aruna, who is.made to act as the chariot- 
eer of the Sun ; ins. in K, (marg.) N V, B D (except D,, D, on suppl. fol.) 
T, Grae. 

No. 41: Names of the hundred sons of Dhrtardstra ; ins. in K,, Ny; 
V, B D (except D,). 

No. 42 : Story ofthe birth of Abhimanyu ; ins. in K, , N V, B D (ex- 
cept D,)- 

No. 43 : Story of the birth of Kama ; Ins. in K, 8 V, B D (except D,). 

No. 61 : Details of the marriage of Pandu and Madri, subst. for 1. 105. 
4-7, inK, NBD. 

No. 62: Story of the birth of Dubéalé ; ins. in al? MSS. except 6, Ky, 

No. 71-72 : Details of the picnic (jalakrid); ins. in K, N B D. 

No. 75 : Story of pistodake given to Drona’s son ; ins. in aif MSS. except 
$, Kos. 

{204} No. 76: Arjuna’s pre-eminence among the pupils of Drowa ; ins. 
in K, NBD T, Gioas, 

No. 78: Description of the conquest and annexation of Drupada's king- 
dom by the Pandavas exacted by Acdrya Droma as gurudaksing ; ins. in K, 
Da, Dn D, (supp. fol. see m.),5 S. 

No, 80: Installation of Yudhisthira as heir-apparent ; ins. in all MSS, 
except S, Kyo, 

No. 8] : Kanikaniti : ins. in al! MSS. except 6, Ko... 

No. 85: Story of the boat sent by Vidura for the use of the Panxavas ; 
ins. in al! MSS. except S, Ko.s, 

No. 118 : Svetaki-episode ; ins. in al! N MSS. Cf. also passage No. 120 
ins. in Ty Gy4, and No. 12] ins. in 8, Ky14, 


Short Insertions of the Vulgate. 


Like these long insertions our MS. omits most of the skorf insertions 
given in the foot-notes to the constituted text. There are more than two 
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thousand of such passages, the-majority naturally from the Southern Re- 
cension. The following instances, selected at random, of “ short” passages 
omitted by our MS. may be mentioned for the sake of illustration : 128*, 220", 
250", 301", 313*, 402%, 429", 463", 528", 558°, 560°, 564*, 573*, 693", 
756", 892* , 1001*, 1036", 1038", 1129*, 1131*, 1188*, 1242", 1308*, 1312", 
1330", 1331*, 1341", 1365*, 1368*, 1377*, 1379*, 1444*, 1477*, 1492*, 
1494 *, 1503 *, 1515 *, 1516 *, 1517 *, 1686 *, 1729 *, 1742 *, 1793 *, 1824 *, 
1847", 2132", é 

These, it may be noted, are some ot the many passages (extending from 
three to twenty lines) which are found in all N MSS. (except 6, K)—with or 
without some S MSS.—but which are omitted by our MS. The following 
omissions from among these deserve special notice : 

128* ; This is a passage of 72 lines, consisting of the longer version 
of the contents of the Aranyaka-parvan, found in certain MSS. of the North- 
em Recension. It may be noted in passing that in its Parvasarhgraha chap- 
ter, the new MS. gives throughout the shorter version, which has been adopt- 
ed in the Criticat Edition and which agrees with the version of this adhyaya 
in P, P. S. Sastrr's edition of the Southern Recension. 

560* : By omitting this, our MS. omits the reference to Pandu, found in 
ali N MSS, except those of the Kaémiri Version. 

{205} 693° : This is a passage of sixteen Jines and contains the famous 
couplet na jatu kamah kamandm etc., recurring in many places. 

892* : This passage, occurring after 1. 89. 51, is found in aif N MSS. 
tn the place where it is inserted there appears to have been a lacuna in the 
original, filled up by the two recensions in different ways. In the consti- 
tuted text the place is marked by asterisks. 

1036* : Details of Brhaspati’s cohabitation with Mamata’, wife of Uta- 
thya and the godherma mentioned in that context, inserted in all N MSS. 
emcept 6, Koo Bs, 

1341* ; A passage of ten lines found in olf MSS. except 6, K. It des- 
cribes the approch of Drona to Rama Jamadagnya for the astravidya. 

1793* : A passage of seven lines found in al] MSS. except T, Gis, M. 

These significant omissions, major and minor, prove that the text of our 
MS. is shorter than that of alt other MSS. hitherto known, Accordingly we 
find that in the Parvasarhgraha chapter of this MS. the figure of the stanzas 
for the Adi is given as 7784, which brings down the figure of the Vulgate by 
eleven hundred and the figure even of the Saradi MS. by two hundred 
stanzas! It is however, curious that it apparently has the same number of 
adhyayas as the Critical Edition viz. 225, while the Parvasarngraha figure 
for the same is 218 both in this MS. and the Critical Edition. In other 
words in differing from its own Parvasarhgraha figure, our MS. exactly agrees 
with the critical text! The number of adhy4yas in the Vulgate, it may be 
noted, is 234, whild that of the Southern Recension can be computed to ex- 
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tend to about 250 adhy@yas. On the other hand, the number of adhydyas. 
in the Kumbakonam edition reaches the astonishing figure 260! 


Small Infiltrations. 

Even though our MS. is appreciably shorter than any other MS. of the 
Adi so far known, we cannot indeed suppose it to have been absolutely free 
from inflation and contaminafion. This MS. has in fact just a few inser- 
tions not countenanced by the Critical Edition. For instance : 

{206] App. I, No. 12: The first three lines of this passage (of sixteen 
lines) are subsiituted in our MS. in place of 1. 19. 1-2. This substitution is 
common to N, also! The passage is characteristic of all N MSS. except those 
of the Kaémiri Version. 

App. I, No. 33 : This passage is found in all N MSS., the Kasmiri Ver- 
sion showing variation only in sequence. The passage is inserted after 1. 
56. 31, and is a continuation of the eulogy of the Mahabharata, serving as 
an introduction to that redaction of the epic which begins with the episode 
of Uparicara. Here our MS. agrees with N, in omitting lines 3-11. 

App. I, No. 58: This passage also is a common heritage of all N MSS. 
It describes how Siirya, when invoked by Kun#i, presses her to have sexual 
intercourse with him, 

Besides these major additions, some insertions from the footnotes to the 
constituted text have filtered their way into our MS. The number of such 
passages is not very large, being about ninety, and they consist mainly of 
single lines. These are the passages in question: 90*, 220", 288°, 201°, 
476", 478", 479*, 485*, 494*, 495*, 549*, 601°, 678*, 708*, 709*, 710°, 
750", 868", 873°, 875%, 879%, 903", 906", 909°, 962%, 999*, 1004*, 1013*, 
1017", 1018*, 1022*, 1068*, 1087*, 1096*, 1104*, 1110*, 1120*, 1124*, 
1141", 1142*, 1144*, 1146*, 1148", 1155*, 1162", 1166*, 1173*, 1178", 
1186", 1196*, 1212*, 1219*, 1224*, 1230", 1240*, 1305*, 1309*, 1357*, 
1430", 1436", 1463", 1470*, 1623*, 1644*, 1665*, 1698", 1786", 1789*, 1796", 
1812", 1815", 1818*, 1855*, 1882*, 1883*, 1919*, 1920*, 1921", 1922", 1951*, 
1953*, 1960*, 1975*, 2016", 2087*, 2097*. 

All these insertions are uniformly met with in all N MSS,., or at least in 
the majority of N MSS., and not a single one of them is sporadic. 

An insertion of a single stanza from the yad@Srausam section (adhy. 1) 
is the only untgue insertion in this MS. 


Conflation of Mahabharata texts. 

Here we may note, in passing, the light this MS. sheds in an indirect 
way on how the text gradually gets inflated. At several places we find addi- 
tions made marginally by another and a later hand. For instance, after 1. 
5. 26, we find a marginal insertion of two lines Gafteyaneariy etc., which is 
taken from a passage [207] of eight lines found in all N MSS. (except Ky. 
D,). Again, after 1. 19. 15 we have a marginal addition of two lines 
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; ete., of which the first line is merely a variant of a line 
included in our text, but the second is an “additional” line found chiefly 
in late Northern MSS. of the Central Group. It is clear that the copyist of 
such a MS. as this, without further investigation—which of course is not his 
business !—cannot determine whether the lines added in the margin belonged 
to its origial exemplar, or whether they were taken from some other source. 
It is not the custom of the copyist to be very squeamish about such things. 
He copies whatever he finds before him, provided it makes sense and has 
something to do with the epic. It is thus that the corpus has got gradually 
inflated to its maximum capacity, Cf. the example of K, cited in the Adi- 
parvan Volume (Prolegomena, p. x11). 

Minor Readings. 

Let us now consider the individual readings of our MS. Herc also the 
agreement of this MS. with the constituted text is quite remarkable. That 
it cannot and must not be expected to have complete agreement with the 
constituted text is only obvious ; like all other Mahabharata MSS., it also 
represents a particular version of the epic, and nothing more. 7 

Our MS. shows in point of readings the greatest agreement with MSS. 
of the Nepali group : quite naturally, as it is written in the same script and 
belongs to the same provincial version. In particular, its agreements with 
N,, the best and the oldest MS. of the Nepali version belonging to our appa- 
Tatus, are unique and striking. The total number of variant readings in our 
MS. amounts approximately to a little more than 2500. Out of these, its 
unique agreements with N, (or in a few places along with one or two other 
MSS.) against all other MSS. count over 500. This shows that our MS. de- 
finitely belonged to the Nepali version, and is not a copy of a MS. of the 
Sarada or “K” version—a very important point—though it has marked 
affinities in many a place with the latter groups. Here are appended about 
sixty instances, chosen at random, as specimens of the unigue agreements of 
our MS. with §;,. 


{208} 14.17 Srenftraeen ( for eer | 38.224 parE ( for wT AERIT ) 
eteret 44.14% sage erat ( for seRTEN ) 

16.26 eat agen (for carat ewer) | 45.27 amt (for mary) 

16.31° wpe: (for ar ) 48.17 quad: ( for werta: ) 

17.6° aaa ( for wim ) 48.10" aq ( for a ) 

17.24¢ firfeafae: wera (for mama | 52.4 argreery ( for frites ) 


are ) 53.34° peqet ( for ara ) 
19.4° eget ( for ata) 55.231 eaferiaferr: ( for ergfefiore: ) 
21.3" zara @ ( for ene) 56.19° at eat saegeat 
27.23° eat ( for wae) 57.55° araadit ( for aererdt ) 
30.15* germ: ( for gett: ) 60.5% genie ( for daar ) 
32.8” srt ( for srr) 61.2" afte ( for wert) 


33.21" eae: ( for afer: ) 64.34? sere ( for webefh: ) 
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71.26 srepetieery (for eer: era) 
76.26" srer wear ( for tex Rea 


111.26 anet & ( for #8 @ ) 
111.284 saftrat:( for afteat ) 


a) 
79.16° ana et aftrqcerTt 
84.5° gar ( for “area ) 


113.7 gerevert ( for eeurere: ) 
115.69 anal ( for erat) 
116.7° gat wat ( for arerent ) 


89.33! daeot wr ( for @ at aie) 122.267 eerR ( for seat) 
90.32? spray ( for mare ) 123.71° aati: ( for fafiies: ) 
90.42 steer ( for sears ) 134.10 geen OY ( for 2) 
92.15° ear ( for gm: ) 134.24" eqefat (for sriitr: ) 
93.14° eftanft ( for fa &) 136.12" afigftt: ( for afaom ) 
93.33 ord : (for | 141.2" anqeat weiter 
maraqael THT: ) 143.22? afieafiay ( for qaewegag ) 


94.55" amen: ( for feta: ) 
94,84° & amr ( for strut ae ) 
96.17” oredarife: ( for & zara) 
99.6° santa ( for ere ) 

100.1° et grt ( for ae: ) 

103.17" styapnal ( for qaarereg) . | 154.16" eweter ( for arr ) 

111.12 am aaa (for mam at) 157.4° ata ( for area) 

Here it is necessary to emphasise the curious circumstance that while the 
new MS. is almost on a par with RK, in respect of individual 
readings, it is far superior to N, in so far that it lacks about ninety per 
cent. of the insertions which N, has in common with the Vulgate, that is to 
say, the Bengali-Devandgari group. It thus gives its welcome support to 
the Sarada-K group and our Critical Edition as regards that large mass of 
passages in which [209} these texts are lacking. It may be incidentally re- 
marked that N, is relatively purer than the other two Nepali MSS. and occa- 
sionally has definite leanings towards the Sarada or Kaémiri version. These 
additional passages in MSS. like Ny, we may reasonably infer, were gradu- 
ally added by the epic artiets, who worked out the details and filled in the 
lacunz of this colossal composition. There must have been a free give-and- 
take of these passages in the extensive comparisons of different manuscripts 
of the epic text at holy places and centres of pilgrimage and seats of ancient 
learning. Beginning in the lowly way of marginalia and Sodhapatras, these 
additions must have got embedded in the text, through their transmission 
from copyist to copyist, undergoing in this process a strange variation of de- 
tails. 

In a small percentage of cases, our MS. shows, it must be admitted, 
readings documented mostly by Southern MSS.-—-with or without support of 
a few other N MSS. It is naturally the most difficult thing in the world to 
decide in these cases whether this sporadic agreement is due to late contami- 
nation or to primitive connection through the lost archetype. In the light 
of such variants, some readings of the Critical Edition will have to be recon- 


149.7° ae orem ( for Feat), 
149.7" gerearerae} (for Bat arem- 
aw) 


149.11? ae sat ( for a yet) 
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sidered, and it may, in sporadic cases, be found necessary even to alter slight- 
ly the readings of the Adiparvan in the Critical Edition. That work must 
however be left over now for further research by a future generation of 
scholars. 

Unique Readings. 

Like ali MSS. modem or ancient, our MS. has quite a Jarge number of 
unique readings, that is to say, readings which have not been found in any 
MS. so far collated for the Critical Edition. They consist of variants of pro- 
per names, consciously or unconsciously manipulated ; synonyms or paraph- 
rases ; and sometimes of mere transpositions of words and phrases; or even 
insignificant variants of expletives and verse-filling particles. In a few ins- 
tances the variants are obscure and archaic, but generally weak and incon- 
sequential as compared to the readings of the Critical Edition. The Maha- 
bharata problem is made a problem of problems and a problem sui generis 
by the amazing diversity of MSS, in all imaginable details ; and our MS. is 
not {210} behindhand in liberally contributing to this diversity. Here I 
specify, a few samples of usique readings of the new MS. : 





1.181? fier: ( for fener: ) 118.19? seq ( for BRA) 
1,194°  qerqorg ( for are ) 132.8" aye arg ( for ern ) 
2.77? arewer ( for aFwatat ) 134.22° sft 

2.265 aaaarenenm (formate) | 147.18" ga-feen ( for genitaa) 
2.104 sehr eraea | 158.18" (for Seam ) 
2.1367 argreng ( for feriern ) 158.50 at aweq and 

2.139 aa ( for afira ) 178.5° aa: ( for Exes) 


2.214% sie: Tenegeat oem (for ize | 179.19" Star ( for gear: ) 


aETETRTA ) 180.9" (for eegft ) 
71! aga (wee) 186.7° ( for =asarfin ) 

13.15%  yparqme: (for er gemeee:) | 190.8" weaeritagd (for aftieig 
13.44° — seerureen ( for Greer ) sitet) 
20.12" sen wer: ( ergqer: ) 191.6° see: ( for m1) 
43.25° -arat ( for wat) 194.2" Bay eigen mit 
57.124 @ ( for Gat) 195.5° fest ( for aun ) 
59.41¢ aren: ( for @ aap) 199,32" ar: ( ae: ) 
67.30 Reet ( for set ) 201.187 agra ( for mej Xt) 
68.6, bal ( foe: em) 207.18" mee reat ay 

: tem ( for ze 207.23 eiifor eeerery ( for rita: eat: ) 
ae eat 1 Be 211.24° fawapy (for erat) 

17% grant ( for Tey) 214.30° sptaeeeresre: 
88.25% TST SATL : : 
erie 3 jaar 218.18° eaters 
108.1 — eiarern ( for srraqetior) | 218.22° fread? ( for frereran? ) 
112.27? Barer 223.9" wermeeftte? (for & © aR 
114.38" gene ( for gaye: ) ww) 
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Our Emendations. 

‘Now we may turn to what is perhaps the most surprising feature of our 
MS. That is the support our MS. affords to the constituted text of the Cri- 
tical Edition, with regard to the emendations attempted therein. It is re- 
markable to find that this single MS., which is certainly older than any of the 
MSS. we had before, supports and confirms, as already remarked, fifty per 
cent of these emendations. Out of the total of thirty-six emendations {211} 
made in the Critical Edition the following eighteen are corroborated by our 
MS: 


30.7 saftreqerenfirerti* & ( hyper- {110.20 arg oare® oat “enfide 


metric ! ) (hiatus ) 
37.10 fat exavta* fafixe: 116.28 aft *eret setae ( hiatus ) 
51.8 oe erator (hia- | 147.2 atefhh *senerar ( hiatus ) 
57.20 feud "seph at (hintus) | 149-6 St “enseedt at (hiatus } 
iis oh wh "wae t 137.13 eETTETa sen: ( hiatus ) 
— ea 207.17 g& *wfRaeanqa & ( hiatus) 
92.50 Ba" watt Yat ( double 214.9 watga *efteitert ( hiatus ) 
sandhi ) 219.3 “ear gareerg” (shorten- 
98,8 eradeh “wk wre (hiatus) (ing metri causa ) 
103.5 wad aredt een "eT 224.5 dace “sifert ( hiatus ) 
(hiatus ) 224.9 aah & eaten 


Now, even though these emendations were put forward more as a hypo- 
thesis than as a dogma (Prolegomena p. XcIv), they have evoked severe cri- 
ticism from certain scholars. It will therefore be advisable to consider here 
some of these criticisms in the light of the readings of our new MS. 

Professor A. B. KEITH, in his review? of the Adiparvan, admits that, 
“ the editor has quite justly relied often on the maxim that the more difficult 
reading is to be preferred to the simpler, sjnce it is easy to explain the latter 
as correction of what was poorly understood by careless scribes”, but con- 
tinues, “ we need not, therefore, accept as a necessarily correct theory the view 
that we are to restore hiatuses, whenever we find variants in the MSS., which 
might be explained by assuming that they are the different efforts made by 
scribes, who were not accustomed to hiatus to remedy the irregularity”. 
Whether the said view represents a correct theory of Mbh. text-reconstruc- 
tion or not may be best judged from the circumstance that out of the eighteen 
emendations which are actually documented and attested by this new MS., 
not less than thirteen were made just on the ground of {212} hiatus! A 
glance at the above list will convince the reader of the truth of this contention. 
2 One stanza 1. 71,36 in which there is an emendation is unfortunately omitted 
in the new MS, 

2 Indian Culture, Vol. 3, pp. 766-771. 
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In all these thirteen instances there are violent fluctuations in the MS. 
readings. These uncommon fluctuations pointed towards the possibility, which 
this MS, has turned into a certainty, that they represent more’ or less inde- 
pendent attempts at correcting some solecism to which the scribes, editors or 
commentators would naturally take violent objection. It is natural to infer 
that this solecism is tha hiatus to which a steadily increasing antipathy is 
noticeable as wa pass from the earlier to the later Sanskrit literature. It is 
well-known that Vedic texts frequently contain hiatus which does not causd 
any serious offence to the susceptibilities of the modem reader, but the same 
hiatus in the work of a poet of the classical period would be rated as a capi- 
tal blunder. The view of HopKINs (which Prof. KEITH endorses) to the 
effect that there is nothing peculiarly epic in hiatus, and that it is found in 
Precedent and subsequent poetry, is quite non-committal, and, if anything, 
favours our position, The point at issue is the legitimacy of the hiatus in 
the subsequent literature and not merely its occurrence. It is quite legiti- 
mate in the earlier literature, but comes to be progressively regarded as a 
solecism and therefore is an anthema to scribes bred and brought up in the 
classical tradition. It is no doubt carelessness only, as Prof. KeiTH observes, 
in the later stages of the growth of Sanskrit literature, but not necessarily 60 
throughout its history. Prof. KeiTH himself has not much faith in his own 
scepticism and consequently much of his criticism loses point, as he concedes, 
though reluctantly, the validity of certain restorations of hiatuses. 

Prof. KeirH has altogether missed the significance of the variation of 
MSS. between particles like, i, ca, tu, va, in these instances of emendations. 
It is true that these particles show great variation from MS. to MS., as is 
only natural in the corpus of a fluid text. But the scribes did not go out of 
their way to vary the text and to replace deliberately one particle by another. 
Often enough these small particles are very instructive in determining the 
complex relationship of MSS. Our present MS., for instance, agrees with 
§, scores of times in the choice of just {213} these particles against all other 
MSS. But we need not press the point too far. It is sufficient to note that 
the variation is not as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. Moreover, 
it is easy to understand that these small particles do come in very handy 
whenever the question of avoiding a hiatus arises and can be sandwiched 
between the vowels without disturbing the metre.’ This is clearly the sim- 
plest and most natural mode of avoiding the hiatus and explains the violent 
fluctuations of the text. That it is not the only mode of avoiding the seem- 
ing blunder may be seen from 1. 57. 20 kriyate *ucchrayo nrpaik, where T G 
have entirely recast the pada, changing it to: kurvanty ete dhvajocchrayam. 


3 Cf. Hopkins, The Great Epic, p. 1991. “ In both metres, to avoid hiatus, 
irrational particles are often inserted. A good example is: pur kytayuge tite hy 
sid raja hy Akampanabh, vii, 2,029, where B., 52, 26, omits the first hi”. 
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So the proof of an original hiatus does not always rest upon a mere variation 
of particles, as Prof. KerrH thinks. 

Prof. KEITH starts from the conviction (which is quite @ priori), that 
if at all a hiatus occurs, it must occur either between the padas where the 
absence of sandhi is natural; or else before a vocative, where it is easy to 
feet a natural pause. He does not grudge the restoration of hiatus in 1, 99, 
15; 103. 5; 110. 20; 119. 11 ete. on these grounds. In 1. 57. 20 kriyate 
“ucchrayo nrpaih and 1. 100. 2 nifithe Ggomisyeti, he haltingly admits the 
validity of the restoration of hiatus and tries desperately to defend it on 
grounds of metrical facility. He is adamant, however, when it comes to— 
what he styles—“ unmotived” hiatus. He has exemplified his scepticism in 
the following instances. 

In 1. 147. 2 he considers roravithas tv anathavat as more legitimate. 

Proceeding further, Prof. KEITH says that it is very difficult to believe in 
1. 207. 17 ule asmin babhiiva ha : since such a hiatus as this is “ unmotived ”, 
He can, however, easily persuade himself to believe that “the sambabhiva 
of a large body of MSS. was erroneously curtailed to babhiva with the result 
that ule 'smin had to be extended” ! 

In 1. 119. 11 dathty ukte Ambikayé, the position according to Prof. 
Kairu is “ uncertain” ; ty may be right before Ambikaya. 

{214} In 1. 98. 8, antarvatni cham Bhratr@ may be explained, in the 
opinion of Prof. KertH, “by emphasis” ; but it is quite probable, he adds, 
that “tv is original, ty would be a blunder for it and Ay a correction”. 

1. 224. 5, sashtepyamana abhito is quite “ needless", according to Prof. 
Kest#. The MSS. suggest, according to him, semlepyamanan as “clearly 
correct". ‘‘ Misunderstanding of the accusative”, we are told, “as follow- 
ing on the previous line has led to the mere corrections samtepyamand bahu- 
ahé or purato”. 

In 1. 157. 13, paicakrtuas tvayd uktak “ seems unmotived and the vari- 
ants of the MSS. hardly justify it”. 

Prof. KEITH calls 1. 110. 28, yadi @vden mahaprajfia, “very dubious”, 
and in 1. 51. 8, atho Indrak svayam evajag@ma according to him is “ not at 
all certain ”. 

1. 214, 9. is an interesting case. The pada in dispute reads Dharmaraje 
*alipritya, which is an emendation. it was first criticized by the late Prof. 
WINTERNITZ as being “ really unnecessary”. A reply was given to his cri- 
ticisms in these Annals by me and I have devoted three pages of the journal 
(vol. 16. pp. 108-110) to explain the circumstances which, in my opinion, 
necessitated the emendation. Prof. KErTH was left unconvinced by these 
arguments. Rejecting this explanation, he dogmatically Jays down: “in 1. 
214. 9, Dhermaréje hy atipritya should be read ; the variant tv is formal, 
and the hiatus is unmotived ”. 

Now that most of these unmotived, needless, dubious, illegitimate, un- 
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necessary hiatuses are actually documented and are no longer merely my con- 
jectures, I am intrigued to know what hidden motives Prof. KEITH wiil dis- 
cover in them in order to explain their occurrence in an authentic MS. in the 
possession of the Rajaguru of Nepal. 

It id sad that Professor WINTERNITZ should not have lived to see some 
of his doubts about the readings of the constituted text finally dispelled by 
the evidence of this MS. The discovery of this valuable MS., so consequent- 
ial for the text-criticiam of the Adiparvan, would certainly have delighted the 
heart of this veteran scholar, who took a passionate and life-long interest in 
epic studies. The text of the Critical Edition objected to in the [215] fol- 
lowing places by thd late lamented Professor WINTERNITZ is supported by 
our MS. 


57.20° figa®t exept or 93.11 Rae 

57.21 green aH: 214.9 waked acfestien 

57.58 TERE 215.2,5 SRO, and SaUeeRT, 
91.8% aWETerT 216.10° ay 

92.45° aa et Memiare 218.14" WOMRTASSHOT 
92.50° wieire 218.27 wafer 


I append below the collations of the new Nepali MS. exactly as they 
were received from Panditjiu HEMARAJ, omitting only a few corrupt read- 
ings which are obvious mislections by copyists. 


COLLATIONS OF THE NePALi MS. oF THE ADIPARVAN 
OF THE MAHABHARATA BELONGING TO GURUJTU 
HEMARAJ PUNDITJIU CLE. OF NEPAL 

3 Corrupt readings have been mostly ignored in this list, The readings in 
parenthesis ( } are those of the Critical Edition, {U] after a reading shows that 
it is unique to this MS., and not found in any other MS. collated for the Critical 
Edition. The MS. symbols after a reading show that the reading is elsewhere found 
in those MSS. only. 


Adhy. 1 48°) gfteraey torent [U) 
94 q(for®) [U} 48 °) gf (for ge) [U] 
18 *) qarreftregen 49 °) aerert ( for Te2Rt) 
27 4) were ( for wera) “) PTR ORT, 
29 °°) sage ( for wet) [U] 50 ®) wen (for wen) (U] 
34 9) wan (for erat) 51°) fede ( for arias) {Va ) 
4) war ( for war) [U] 54%) war (for gr) (U] 
35%) qm: ( for sare) [U} 57 °) aegat (for ge aq) [U] 
40 *) Faenget ( for fewegit ) 60 *) quam ( for ged) 
) (for) 63 *) wieeiter: (for sae? ) 
41° qt) for Bf [U] 67 “) sea a ao RTMERATATTT: [U] 
4) goretat eee: 70%) aed ( for gay) [U] 
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{216} 71%) ay ( for 4) 

73 °) gen ( for guar) 

77) gee ( for wes?) [V:! 

79%) Sete eerafeory, 

95 ©) ge ( for gran) (U1 

97 *) ewe ( for greet ) 

98 S) erent ( for xterm) 

99) qrawenfrdiwe: [M] 

100 4) faeavart wrfPht ( for feerarer? ) 

102 cea ( read “er Mf ( for quart ) 

102 Om. 

104°) Oma 

109 *) qa (for aq) [U} 

112 *) aivieel ( for sieet ) 

118 Om. 

122 Om. ‘o 

125 9) 4 Sut ( for hat ) 

1229) wer a we? (for wait 
ye) 


133°) awed (for wt) [UJ 
834 *) wee tuna ( for Goat we?) 
{U] 
138°) angi ( for owe) [U} 
140-141 Om. 
142 After 142, ins. : 
axed aenagteert 
fol Oj et eitttare | 
ara dgt dear 
oat area ftaeee aere tl | 
143°) em wrant ( for Rereré ) 
{Corrupt } 
150 ‘) sasrat ( for xt ) 
154 9 a ( for 8) 
155 *) ave ( for wt) 
156 °) Harem Sart ( for Om: P@) 
*) qe ( for eran) 
166 9) anited enter 
167 *) argrftrerfint were [Mi] 
169 *) fea? ( for 4a?) 
173 *) we (for me) [Ke 
174 %) wep ( for Rt: ) 
175 4) fepit wz: ( for Wet ae: ) 
2a 


178 *) gerge: ( for sey: ) 
181 °) fare: ( for free: ) [0 
184 ° sere (read Cm) gen ( for 


arerat ) 
186 *) [S] fareftey ( for feck ) 


| 187 ¢) ferfion fargel ( for Farargf?) (U7 
1 188°) egret ( for deaf) [U' 


' 
i 





*) fey sor: wre: [U) 


194 °) qerqoy ( for errevy) [U] 
195 *) were ( for weer ) 


| 196 % wa (for aq) (U] 


197 °) wd efter gar 

198 *) firgeaa (for mq” ) 

199 4) gran ( for sqowy) £M, | 
(for eifrray) ( Ky] 


(BV G.) 

20 %) em (for aut) [U} 
21°) whew ( for war aa) [Ki] 
23°) qa (for sta) [U] 
29 4) ered enite: Sara, 
{217} 31% Transp, anetw and WR- 

wag (U] 
32°) fafifer (for after) [U} 
37 4) aseent ( for TerseTt ) 
38 4) der gente 
42-43 Transp. 42 and 43 
46 >) gemwmrerd (for rd) [U | 
50 4) Transp, RMA and we: [U) 
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52%) Sitqed (for Rare?) [Uj 
*) fret od feat 
Reads 54” after 55 [ My} 
“) qaarareat 
57 °) sirwaay ( for ateq’ ) 
60?) abirargery [0] 

°) gare (for g #) 
71 *) yaa ( for ° sy: ) 

After 71, ins. 93* ( om. 

line 4) 
74° @( for) 
77°) arewea ( for cme) [Uj 
78 *) fea: ( for fe) [U] 
89 *) qrarderstery ( for Carer) 
90) wagyreart ( for aa sar’) 

[ Corrupt } 
95 4) seeribear ( for “Rater ) | U | 
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96°) ere adherent (for era ae a?) | 


{u) 
101°) aegeaeg (for aye) 
>) exepeeerey ( for ere) 
103 %) mareqrd aan git [ Ko. | 
104 *) gre Seuaee g [U) 
105 Om, 105 [Koa] 
106 4 p [U) 
108 “) afeaheay (for ) 
1H} After 111, reads 127 
Om. 111" [ T, Gy] 
113 9) aneneite (for aE) | U 
122 Om. 122" 
123 Reads 125 after 126 
124°) arerteresit (for arg?) { Gi: 
128°) sea era ( for weary” 
{uj 
9 Presa (foc eines) 
UJ 


136 *) agreg (for finfrent) 7 U : 
137 *) a (for @) 

9) magrentt (for “aft: ) [Ui 
139 9) api ( for aft) (UJ 
145 9) eet nen (for sear) | UT 


151‘) afeProeeiier, 


[Geel 
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152 4) ae Sree = 
159 9) wy (for ga) [U)] 
164°) suntan nite: [U) 
170°) fare (for dare) [Ms | 

*) eratraareny ( for eteciitery) 
{ Corrupt J 
wermaaie: (for wate” ) 
{u] 
176 *) zeae (for wey) [U] 

*) wamrafe: (for qaaafe: ) (Uj 
183 *) qa aiteret ( for gh? ) 
186 ¢) Bee ( for Hay) [UF 
| 192 *) am ae afer: 
+) fergreare ( for ferent) 
1194 *) matted: ( for sence ) 
+195 9) 
1196) sag (for atrantt ) 

4) Seat ( for wet) (0) 
{ 4) aafamrapery ( for Caraarey ) 
1200 ° {Ul 
$202 *) q (tor f&) [LU] 
1204 °) ara arrearey ( for arm?) [U) 
(205 “) afaarexenentieg { Corrupt i 
1206 ") qateh eeameeg (U | 
1212 9) eagrase ( aRersa ) 

{218} 214“) sen weal amt (for 
atrereaegrerrnrs ) | U | 
215°) agg ewuegera (for gerard 

! ager) (UJ 

1218 *) greeenigers ( for fia?) 

' {Ki ] 

1219 9) ww (for ge) [U) 

229%) seraran wage: aerate 
iat Fy 





j1729 


!2a1 4) Transp. ere and wat 
1234 °) fafied ( for arfare ) 

CK, Dy] 
243 °°) fat ( for Prenat) 

Adhy. 3 

} 1 After ae ins. amerg (8, Mi] 
; Transp. aR@t: and ran: 
| {Bis} 


2 spapreag ( for “REprese ) 


EPIC STUDIES VII 
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3 @A (for AA) | 67°) Omar 
+ Om. a ' 69% 
Jia Se 
7 woes i | 76 sewers ( for 
OF SARTRE ! frarera ”) 
8 angered ( for servant ) : 80 Mire (for 84” 
ll ne ae ee K aaa & ( for spear ) 
After vet :, ins. @T ! eakd 
12 aig for fe) a5 pe pha hd 
15 on Ber Sa ee {219} 87 enfie (for afererarine ) 
Om. eat: ( before qrrgeat: ) 88 ge & Be (for “wt Te) 
20 sikwrerraral ( for Serarare) { U | i Gee eee 
22 Om. 
25 waren ( for aereat ) 97 preaiitosks fos reece) 
Om. ree 3 re 
: 98 at ( for gat) 
apr © Geeta 
‘ After aranyag, ins at 
wart ( for ware) Af 
29 argnfeert ( for aren iter) 100 att ( fo ange? 
30 Om, gf (after ware) Ree as cee wt 
38 Before efarent, ins. @ (for firares” ) 
39 Paraarerer ( for drervaita ) 101 smferwey ( for Ce) 
ap Sagara ( for qeara) | 104 After ware, ins. & 
42 -Serrqentser: ( for seremage: | 106 Transp. seg: and orally 
arrearoareeat’ ) lll Oma 
43 Om, wit ( after wa) [ata Oe ot 
Om. = ( before a=, ) are on Ee “een 
deere arf ( for Paras) | iaiaseiapibichalve 
45 arequrns ( for org ) 21 Serene saree ie Sem 
47“ Before wi, ins. wi @ ; 123 e bs ¥ 
48° erm (for eri) 124 sare ( for saE 
a2 Om, @ ( before & } | 125 bala Sagas 
were as - (for gh 
89 (for ) H * 
Pfam fat | 152 9 Be (for ff: 
evita ( f i Aden 
Be seer halve : Lg tee eee 
Fae : T TT, ins. 7 
i tastes acon 137 After stftram, ins. 97a 
Rais td i 2a) eee es 
for TTL ‘140 ) Gem ageaat 
*) fwater: ( for °xem) | ») weet (for am) 
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143. 4 i 
145 9) gaaat (for fra?) 1 Miss! - 
146 *) # auf (for aerate) [U) 
147 Transp. wt and Sry 
waftram ( for afer) 
Transp. @ and 
sty ( for && ) 
anaes ( for wrer) 
sarang ( for ana? ) 
aagfite: (for syfter ) 
aha ( for a) 

aaa ( for sferosme ) 

amy ( for wry) 
gaenurg ( for eonta ) 

aie ( for at) 

After etiam, ins, # 

wea ( for 1) i 
Om. affieiten 92 1 
177, Oma 

181 ‘) om fa ( for wake) (U) 


*) fatirs Get 
183 °) qferaamét (for afeareei®) (U) | 
°) aeniewart at ( for ar f% figerat ) | 


[u] 
186 *) apret are ( for wrters ) [U } 
193 *) aeganprafad [U) 
Adhy. 4 


1 Om. dk 
Om, 


2 wantenn ( for garam: ) [U) 


Om. ar 
mera (for gent) [U] i 
3 Renan: (for Sea: ) { 
Hl 


154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
16) 


162 
166 
167 





Pern Sarbingry SR 
4°) aq argeéem: [ K; Gs 
5°) aqeaf: (for swale: ) 
10 9) qugaat ger i 
{220} 11°) fra ( for ae: ) i 

Adhy. 5 : 
2) qed (for'ger et) 
5) ante freer [UT 
8 *) qiftenae: ( for °AR) H 


* 26 


EPIC STUDIES 


9 4) ewer: ( for fratiire: ) 
[Bs] si 

124 <n 2 (for weafewa:) [U4 

13 °) gaat (‘for geet) here and in 
the sequel [U} 

a pte {u] 


2 [U) 
£18 9) gent (for ge mdm) (0) 


%) & (for ®) 
After 26, ins. (marg. sec. # 
eg eet HE at HereitTAt 


Adhy. 6 
5 Om. (? hapl,) 5“! 
6°) aa ( for we) 
8°) Transp. @ and gaa | Koa t 
12 *) g (for a) 
13 9) afte: (for freer} 


Adhy. 7 

9°) aden ( for vg) [De] 
11 4 aga ( for vl 
16 ‘) Yaget ( for 
21 *) Transp, af and gfe [U] 
23 SB analboy peng 

) segreara (for seqare 
24 *) ea ( for ea) [U) 


EPIC STUDIES VII 


9 2) saftatg ( foc aR a) 
11 *) Before ins. © 
12% he ard [u] 

*) ae ( for gt 
16 ‘) pallid 2) {Ui 

9 wea mecer 
18°) Copier, 

Adhy. 10 


2 2) aon et eat {u] 
5°) guaran ( for sewrer ) 
°) saga ( for aerate) 
6°) Rar ( for ga) 


Adhy. 11 
19 amet ( for er) (U) 
25 gw (for oa) 
3°) Transp. eran 4 and a {| U) 
6%) wertere 8 ( for Wd &) 
{ Corrupt } 
8 *) ww Brarea ( for fair?) 
9°) eed ( for met) [ Bs} 
°) & eéftrewrer ( for amit ex’ ) 
°) watt ( for a2) (U] 
4) wat aa ( for eitet) [UJ 
12°) we ( for eae: ) 
{221} 12 9) fa ( for fea) 
[GM] 
17°) ft (for wit) (U} 


Adby. 12 
3°) are ( for ety) 
4 *) maw (for aft) 


Adhy. 13 


qu ( for aur) 

weft aay (( for ween ® ) 

eater: ( for eerie: ) 

Sure 

8 9) Transp. areits and sreert 

11) wargery ( for antq’ ) 

12 4) & wrdiggen: ( for a1 anh?) 

15 °) dernie ( for ceaitreta ) 
8) agfer: ( for gar: ) 


SS 


1 
3 
5 
6 
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*) wera: ( for ga wanftuer: ) 


*% 
*) aurea ( for seaed) [0 ! 


23 

25 

| 28 *) itera ( for sirewat ) 
36 

43 


at w& ( for meet) (U) 
°) eedt: ( for afger: et: ) [U] 
°) severen ( for gaget) [U} 


Adhy. 14 


3 ct eas 
( for srarafa’ ) 
& 9 eer 
°) dora (for Rema) [ Pi, Te] 
134 ahem (fe aie ) 
*) q (fora) 
15 *) wager ( for wearer” ) 
16 ° Geer ( for Sdn: ) 
ar etre | Ge eae 
(NJ 


21 *) war ( for eat) 
23 *) gaferen: (for wm: ) 


Adhy. 15 

Pin al 

a Fer ('N,) 

i ster: ( for aft ) 
10 4) am fremiger 


1) errs 
ata [Ns] 


Adhy. 16 
3°) wrap ( for wt) [UJ 
8 °) ergera ( read “day ( for 
) 


waereiy 

PYlssasipysh hia by 
10% ( for aga) (U 
1l9¢@ (for wee dere ) 
12) edt for eer) 
Pipa paige AU 
4 area, for warty” 
19 *) fatanfer ( for fafaferer ) 


out 


EPIC STUDIES 


24 9) pier: ( for eer: } Adhy. 19 

25 *) aareen: ( for arate: ) 1-3 For 1*-3° subst: 

26°) eptat eae ( for tart eet ) eee? Get gen vite fer! 
TN] Bey, TERA Ee EE tt 

fe aa 5 Farr Ser nara Feuer | 
*) sper (for w@) TR] | apevererreeé ePrerate} TEFEN 

34°) [ar] seme (for gore) | U) | Th) 

35°) artreneeret ( for fer: } | 3 © fetteresrromet (D, | 
{Ul °%) at (for wet) 
aerate: (U1 49) ag ( for ear) (81 

Adby, 17 *) Om. 


19) arevoaremtit ( for ara” ) 


{222} 4%) eftererra (for steer) (N31 


6) iam (for sam) (Ns 
84) anne (forma) ON.) 
13°) Camm (8 Da] 

>) sie: ( for frag: ) [N,] 
14) fate: (for Fagen) 1K. N17 
15°) grevem: eevzg: (N31 

>) aera { for ager: ) 
16 *) ernst ( for °F) [Hs] 
18 *) areradt ( for warat ) 
20 *) seweained ( for Cararerra ) 


(N,} 
22 a er 
[ 


, 
J 
23 *) eaieitenge ( for wa’? ) [US 
244 
9) fiyearee: set ( for TAR 
wafting) (8,7 
25 4) specioeamper (fo: en) 


{Ni 
27°) qamerd ( for ae?) 
28 4g (fora) (SJ 
29 % ade: (for wit: ) [0] 
30 9) ay ( for wat) 
4 fee ( for qefires ) 


Adhy. 18 
1% ae ( for wR) 
4°) and (5°) graeme (for 
weiter? ) 
9) a(forg) 
10 ') 
119) aegeera ( for erg? ) 


5% om. {fi 
6“) Om. | Ns Mt 
After 6%, ins, ( marg. sec. mt.) 


ae 
(cf. v, J. 2916 } 
9) etrtracabaen (U] 
*) gaier ( for waren: ) 
10 *) wand (for caret) ON) 
11 >) saferetoranr ( for °war) (0) 
15°) eqanrt ( for ender) (N, 
Gis} 
4) are Gare: 
17 Om 
Adhy. 20 
3 Om. [Ki D; Mi] 
ee 
7°) ear ( for GR) 
Segoe (ocean? 
[ 


i] 
99) argent ( for eager.) [8] 
10 4) aaguat ( for Pw) [U] 
12 *) san ere: ( for erga: ) [UJ 
13°) wee ( for eet): (83 


Adhy. 21 
1 >) eprrdal (for werd) 
2 *) apererrra ( for eefhaTwa) 
3%) gare g (for erage) [Ns] 
7 9) etter ( for Bea?) 
{223} 13°) feof ( for fate ) 
| 14%) gue (for qaet) (U3 


EPIC STUDIES VII 


5) By transp, ee aft: 
17 9) ed Rewaftraaier (for te 
arate’) (U) 
Adhy. 22 
3 4) syarek ( for weet) [ Gs] 
4°) eongent ( for eiere ) 
Adby. 23 
1) fea (for ea) 


4°) aanfafts (for safe: ) 
5°) qua ( for wr) [M1 
11°) wet ( for ant) 
Adhy. 24 
8°) are: ( for are: ) 
*) a ( for q) 
‘) Transp. & and af: 
10 *) fireresar ( for fieteq ) 
12.) eat ( for efter: ) 
Adhy. 25 
2°) FARCE] et ( for Rifnies ) 


LN, MJ 
4") froma (for frown) (8.1 
7°) maz (for fe: ) 

+) eee (for seer ) 

9%) rman ( for sitmeaa) [KN 
10%) aver ( for wea) [U} 
12°) g (for @) | Ky} 

“) garg ( for wi) [U1 
159 bi taltg 
17%) et ( for wat) 
21°) eer ( for wea ) 

5) (for wat) (81 
22°} (fora) 
31°) aayfirarre: ( for &fgorn? ) 

*) wea ge TTR, 

32 °) get (for wat) 
33°) srftrger ( for erftray ) 
(G MJ 
*) wea ( for est) 
Adhy. 26 


ot sagen Qaereret 


24 
39) qaeee ( for qa ) 
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9, & (toe we) (Ra 

) erderten firererg {N, | 
7% weahrete (for Frist ) 
20 *) Transp, we: and @ 

23 *) aerene: ( for epee: ) [8,7 
poe DL ent 

25 °) gar ( for qua: 

27 *) marta ( for sree) [UJ 
°) seater: ( for 8a: ) 
(Ns Bun } 

28 >) erafive ( for squifeqeny ) 
(NG. My} 

29 *) @et (for &at) 
30 *) Barges ( for "25h =) 
31 *) ga (for aft) [ K, Ny] 
ser lil 
way ( for wag: ) 
*) gyettal (for ggeraai ) 
4) eafeaent ( for sferent ) 
39 *) Transp. @ and # 


Adhy. 27 
1%) Transp. severe: and sara: 
3 *) area ( for amprerd ) 
8°) dfeary ( for af) [U) 
9°) endirerg (for adnerne ) 


{ Corrupt } 


( {224} 13 *) Qaererreg: 


*) agrat ( for ° tert ) 
') eure (for mr) (8, | 


> 


14 


ees 
bana iy ey 
th cueeien 3 J i 
Py aks Dall ya 
wear: ( for cen: 
20 *) fsngan (for Bt) 
Adhy. 31 
Sectieg) tu 
*) drerndt (for Arorteat ) (851 
9%) Paget (for Prog 


* eews: for gre”) H 
18 4 xqath (foc wb 5 


TNs Ges J 


Adhy. 32 
1 *) eaftefagne ( for era fe” ) 
2°) wremre ( for weet) [N, G3 
3°) etree: ( for ater ) 
4 9) Fratiiee ( for fafee° ) 
[Ke Ny) 
5 *) nguentewwend [N, G, J 
4) srenpecarftors { N, 
8°) (S)f (for ®) (N, Mis] 
*) saat ( for sara) (8, } 
4 een apeeen cc ened 
[ Corrupt ] 





EPIC STUDIES 


9 9) wnfeg (for oft) 
12 *) eqyanftr ( for aften® ) 
[KN] 

18 $y ee aie? 
23) wa (for wat) : 

i 4 erg a wag 

Adhy. 33 

3°) aemeget ( for aanfter ) 

12%) Transp. arm: and em [ N, } 

16 Transp, 16 and 19” [UJ 

19 4) met aiteait 

21°) qa: ( for efrge: ) [§:] 


{225} 21 he has (for afirge: ) 


ar 5 ote Gicigane’ 
Adhy. 34 
9°) featseren: ( for fadtewn: ) 
fase EU 
4) arreftrererg, ( for ferenfterrry ) 
12°) safteafir (for ited) [U1 
Adhy. 35 
$0 ders Si teeetes) 
*) wernry ( for sumnry) [U) 
7°) ever ed ( for Rae) | Ni, | 
\ ge (for wep) [Us 
Adhy. 36 
7°) dequtvaw: (for dererpeea: 
wa) [Ns] 
8 *) eratomter ( for xftr feeart ) 


[ Corrupt J] 
8%) age et (for at era) (N, Ga] 


EPIC STUDIES VII 


9%) Bek ( for svert ) 
- (Corrupt ] 
10 *) gery ( for eR) 
25 *) fare ( for ea) 
26 *) ape ( for at) 


3°) ea ( for ga) 

4) epitome ( for arent) 

4) ware ( for ome) 

9 4) wank afer 

11 9) eeeiterray ore 

13 4) argraat: ( for agra ) 
[Ki Gao] 

2 Dieeren (ee Oe are) 
f, 

27) a (for®) [8] 

37 *) waft: ( for erie ) 
Adhy. 39 

1 9) erway ( for gem) [ Kon Ny] 

3°) quay ( for amg) Ny] 

a eas teeta 
‘3 

14 *) amare ( for wenrreT ) 
[NG] 

ee) 

16 %) aqtren (for aera 

17 4) fread fiers (Ny } 

25) war ( for wet) 

32 4) & faaer ( for dA?) (UJ 
33°) somites ( for afh¥) [Dj] 
Adhy. 40 
6°) ea@mrers (for ates a) 
7°) ema: ( for ween: ) 

{ Corrupt J 

10 *) arg ( for ay ) 
119 Om&[U] 
Adhy 41 
ay aonz ( for TS "are ) 
warg ( for airy) 


) ree ( for wat) 


xa 


5 

84 
94, 
13°) Transp, ate and age: 


*) eaftera ( for meq) 
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17 *) we ( for wf) (U0) 
{226} 23 aces iS an) 
25 ) etre (for 
27°) egpeatt: (for fret: ) 
29 °) & (for @) 
*) surgeng ( for ce.) [8s] 
Adhy. 42 
6 9) earat ( for eareti ) 
11?) erent ere 
15 *) eerat ( for amt ) 
18 4) aa(foraat) 


20 9) eregié ( for aTg® ) 


Adby, 43 
wat (for wet) (N51 
afarcreat ( for ofirarat ) 
(for wat) [0] 


Transp. feat and feet (Ns J 
Adhy. 44 


2%) erareret ( for ot weet) (8, ] 
119 war ( for gat) £1 

12) &(for®) 

13°) exit: ( for aver) 

14 4) arg en (for merge) (85) 
19 °) Gober: ( for "eftanre: ) 

21 4) eareere ( for sear ) 


Adhy. 45 


1° ert ( for war) 
2°) aan ( for were) £5] 

>) agate: (for gat) (Ny ] 
3°) wafer & agare: [Corrupt } 
119) ewer ( for wefan ) 
13°) seaitewry ( for srarae ) 
15 J) aenrerhrafiery [ U] 
16 *) gees ( for “ag ) 

J) edbqerqureay ( for Carers: ) 
17 >) frag ( for fener ) 
18 4) ~~ 


Ns 
22) wergaperres (Ki Ns] 
*) Transp. art and fier { U] 


BRSx 
Dee 
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amine iwtraiey 

2 2 ( for Caer ) 10 4) a& (for 5 

PE faim alia 12 °) Set Serer: ( for werk?) 
*) wat ( for ra) UN] 

7 *) apbatg ( for °: ) 18 ‘) erew ( for om) 


114) wt (fora) (N] 

14 *) Here and in the sequel saqy: 
( for anerz: ) 

4) wer (for eat (U} 

17 *) ern fad ( for aurfeaw) (U) 

18 ) & (for asa) 

25 °) wat ( for ot ) 

26-32 Om. 

34") Semi: stg & (for Sereat sat) 


ER] 

36°) were ( for TUN) 
[$:§ Der) 

38 4) maivien ( for sate ) 


Adhy. 47 


4) qa (for aft) 
10 °) Transp ef and 


11>) figweraraeng ( for feamengers ) 
4) marerrartay 


{227} 154) semen ( for gear) 
22%) wary ( for Arey) 
24°) gem: ( for sae ) 
Adhy. 48 
19 garter ( for qarta:) (8,7 
2°) aaah ( for ata® ) 
9) wrarit ( for were ) 
4°) adftreafa (for ea?) (N,] 
6°) Seaaritaie: ( for Beard? ) 


[Ne] 
°) apftcttares: ( for ata? ) 
7°) waree: (for mA? ) 
8 *) ypforaz: ( for gfe”) 
9 *) qaeaereetionnt, 


9) AER ( for watt ) 


26 *) grained ( for a”) 
{ Corrupt } 


Adhy. 49 


*) Se ACIRTT 
*) gate ar ( for w Beit ae) 

9 4) efearg ( for xf&° ) 

12 4) wren ( for gfe) 

13° fray zara (for meftare ) 

16 °) @ até ( for wind) 

17°) qreond ( for “ded ) [UT 

18 >) quite ( for qertteg) [N,.T2) 

20 4) srataed ( for draft ) 


Adby. 50 
19 wrenm (for Cane) Here ef. 
seq. in this adhy. 
2°) want ( for “We ) 
8°) qtanrtate: ( for gage ) 
*) seqa ( for wa) 
4) parfiee, ( for aifen) 
9 *) ai ( for fafa) 
*) a ( for ay) 
10 *) farmer ( for ape) [1 
©) sete ( for seer ) 
12°) war ( for wie) [Nis] 
13 4) 
15%) meer (for sere.) (8, MA 
Adhy. 51 
2 Bra ee ( for aren Sy ) 
3°) are ( for amet) { K; Moa J 
7°) weafteate ( for nef”) [U] 
8 *) mere: sere (for qe: ay) 


[IN] 
9) after: sexe: ( for afte? ) 
*) arefteranht (for argreg? ) 
4) After frends, ins. @ [ Bi] 


EPIC STUDIES VII 35k 


12-15 Transp. 12-13 and 14-15 

12 4) amit (for ext) 

15 aitare ( for aateer sera ) 
Ameurers cine Teen 
5 warqera (for wg’) 
©) afiret (for wf fet) 

16 °) anetnery ( for Wt) [Ke Ny) 

18 9 fiat (for gra) [Xia] 

20} @( for #: ) 

22°) wea ( for wey) [ §, Gis 5 

Adhy. 52 
vee te ewe) 


228] 5 *) ere: ore? ( for ay: fet) 
7 9) Revatrer (for Set) 
84 hy tinea ge) 


*) fardiereerit ( for “st ) 
10 °) 3m ( for aire ) 
9 mite devare [Ny] 
11 4) qften ( for sizer) 
12 *) waftre: ( for Bree: ) [N,5] 
*) aupeera: (for aie? ) 
) sara ( for Ga: ) 
15 *) sapange: ( for sates: ) 
°) wait (for arnt) (8,1 
°) aeatarg: ( for gre? ) 
16°) am ( for ara) 
17°) gfe: ( for fire 
) qa: (for "we ) [ Go) 
4) aiforeera: (for af’) [ N, ] 
21%) ammeter [Nis] 
22°) wpprwer ( for rT ) 
Adhy, 53 
1) omer ( for “att ) 
i 9) angrerror, ( for after) 


©) wht dnttant ot dant a ome | 


4 = oH) 
§ for weqttere ) 
64 (for fare) [ Ko} 


“) Taegrn ( for arepeTPTT) 
LK Nia] 


7 Serae Cok SRK sem) 


18 *) @(for®) 

22) Om. [UJ 

24°) q( fora) 

27°) ifr ( for wert ) 
4) etm (for ta) [U | 

28%) sree 3 ( for seat a ) 
*) flrega (for sete) 

29 ¢) wen 8 (for aera ) 

30 4 arate (for at & 


34 4) wan aceon Ns] 
35 *) te sere ( for & wufteait ) 
Adhy. 54 
1 9) srerresg ( for seaTsg ) 
59) setae (for maf: ) [Ns] 
*) eer ft ma: ( for @erRE: 
oft ) 
13 5) weit (for eet) (KoxMJ 
15°) seqera ( for ata) £7 
20 9) wang fisieer 
24% Trasp. we and ay 
Adhy. 55 
3°) steel ( for stg ait) 
°) seas wedi gar, [ K, N,) 
17-21 For 1721 { both incl. }, 
subst. 476.” (for v. 1. see below ) 
476" [(L.3) Transp. afer and 


FRET, 

(La) fink (for watt) 

(Lag) te (for er) 

(Laz) SReRy bids ( for 
sopreraatam 


acpi 
warreaetiar: ) 


(Lise) Srrmmrig (for gat?) J 
23 4) shone (ee 
(hl 
26°) Transp. am and & [8,1 
30 9 aah (for sent) (5,1 


30 EPIC STUDIES 


31 After 31°, ins. 478%, reading | 27 4) sa (for ag) 


in 31%, gewariet (for & 
wig). 
After 31, ins. 479*. 
{229] Adhy. 56 
6% eee (ae) 
U 
8 Om. [Kis NJ 


10 4) yeete (for fey’) [U] 
12 In place of 12, ins. 485* 


[NJ 

19 9) wet we oeregrett ( N) 
24 Om. [N,} 
26 After 26, ins. 494" & 495° 
27) Om. 
28% gat (for gt) (U] 

4) mre Tears TPT, 
29%) saree ae 

2 sit (for sree) 

) 


31 4) wgeat (for seat) (U] 

31 After 31, ins, ( with v. 1.) 
App. I, No. 33, (om. lines 
3-11) 


Adhy. 57 
1 wat fee ( for a saree) 
3°) edramny, ( for Cath) 

“) Wan eregaet 
5 Rar aq: (for erg sara) 

*) quead ( for wreut) 

8 *) aru ( for rem) 
9 4) fre [7] (for Bia) [Corrupt] 
12 *) exetremt: (for ered?) 

4) eran (for watq) [U] 
14% epkattg (for Cnefg) (8,1 
16 *) arma 8 ( for wari Sex) 
17 % qerarme ( for “seqrr) 

18 4) ae (for at) [U] 
20 $) wea (for rea: ) 
24 9 .erem ( for amt) 
26 *) vem (for ar) 
*) wre apraera: ( for sera” ) 
[NBs] 


99 ae (for afte) [Kes 
Bis dD] 


314) aftgwey (for (4) 4 agen) 
es) 


344 dager (for whe: erm) 
[Ti Gal] 
41%) ae (for tra: ) 
42°) @(for®) 
) emg (for a) 
45 *) waftramnqera (for eget) [8] 
499) Sigma wr arent (Ny J 
524) emery Sigaiet 7 
53°) em: (for am) [Ds] 
4 & (tore) (UF 
4) (Ky Ny Ms 
55 °) wowmeft (for aeredt) [Ns] 
58 >) qrererea (for Trait ) 
59°) emt a (for ater) (8) 
60 *) fafrreratererey (for Cer errattey ) 
[Corrupt ] 
62 *) qe amg gal ( for HY QE Ge) 
aie oat chee (U] 
for )({u 
73 *) wegsrersrenrart ( for Smaart) 
77 *) sapien: (for eh?) 
81 4 aes: (for Reh) [U] 
84°) gat got were: [Ny] 
86 4) feet ( for Frat) 
87 >) edeteftrme: [N, Gis] 
9) eidearrrate 


88 4) siftergat (for sraftarett) 


{230} 89 ©) Transp. eewt and 


areat) (8,1 
9% *) qmneat (for arerere) 
{ Corrupt ] 
93 *) Ramee (for Come) [U] 


101 *) eaerraferreat: 
103 ‘) waft (for #&) (U) 
106) de: ( for ede) 


4) yea, (for wa) (8, Gis] 


EPIC STUDIES VII 


Adhy, 58 
19 smapy ( for stgy) 
2°) ata: (for agren:) [51] 
ee) 
ll 


13 *) werertharrary (for Saar) 
[Ns] 


‘Ss 

») wantin: (for aa’ ) 
21°) argadea: (for germ) [U] 
22 °) epadffeen: (for ere? ) 
27°) ga: qa: ( for wafer) [ hy) 
28 °) ettgaraty ( for “enfttg ) 
29°9 wat (for wernt) [N, Ds Gs] 
30 4) qemanteer: (for aeanPaar: ) 

(Ns By Da! 

*) Yawrery ( for eenreivert ) 
32°) site (for aeatrent) 
33 9 athe: ( for eter ) 
34 *) asada (for weet ) 
41°) wear nerant aa [N51 
42°) edtara (for @repm) [N, Gel 
45 ‘) ont Garg (for ear (ul 
46 *) dar: ( for arr) [N;] 


Adhy. 59 
7°) Rerat arrarti 
*) [a] €(for®) 
1G % Transp, gar and sea: 
12°) gang: (for rag: ) 
) svat ( for sre) 
16%) mara (read °RR) @ (for a- 
wow ) 
25 °) gear ( for RET) 
uy) [8] 
2) gaat ere [N,j 
27% eet 
*) Tgamerar wrg [N, 
29 °°) wate: pire dee 
30 %) Reb ( for i 
31 9) quart ( for Gee) (NJ 
36 *) a (fet) mented (for were?) 


*) Transp. egertt and geet 


24 





361 
38 °) gowagry ( for gmara ) 
409) gee (for Hee) [G..] 
41°) waren: (for sae) [U] 
43 °) Bat ( for Ga) 
44 °°) wen sryenfir ( for aereq x") 
[N, B.} 
) aget anes ( for segrrreni ) 
{B, Da] 
*) w@at Qa ara, 
eal papal tt 
47 *) seqenft ( for serge) (1 
48 *) Fagen ( for Fegrmt) CN] 
52”) Om. [U] 
54°) mremiierifra ( for Rae? ) 
°) Transp. wat and @ 
“) aft (for ar: ) 


Adhy. 60 


1") went ( for Cran) (U] 
3°) engttsgepe: (for aystsiar: ) 
{231} 4% artfrrenitie 
5 4) weenie ( for aeefar) [Ny] 
6 °) aah garey wee: 
12 °) Transp, a@t and a [ N,} 
13°) fawtter (for °w®) [U] 
*) Transp. fear and eet 
15 9) wate: (for Be?) 
‘) weer (for fer) [N, D, J 
17 *) Transp. efter and eae: 
+) anaftr: (for wera) [8] 
31) waren: (for after: ) 
(Da Ds} 
03 Sah ceNEY 
for 
42°) @a (for aft) [8] 
pa temnl Bae 
51 
53 After 53, ins. 549* ( transp. 
arat and gat ) 
54°) sgerentimnat (for °st wat) 
55 4) wafea (for seria) [Ki Ny 


B33] 
56°) Calf (forg) 
57°) gertergen [Ni] 


Sat reTgTry 
65%) gran (for arf ) 
66%) Reads 66” after 67 
5) ag: qumreerrra, [ N; ] 
4) wn ( for gat) 1N; V: Da} 


¢ 
g 


36 *) [slget ara (for serge) 
[Koss] 

39°) qarge: ( for wn? ) 

41) ate 

3 re Ce wwe) U3 

45 °) axtarat ( for reer: ) 

48 *) fieranftete: ( for frevarfi? ) 

53°) arerfier: ( for were: ) 

9) eat ( for a9) 

54 *) epitex atid: ( for caps? ) 

uj 


C 
55 >) sree: ( for stem: ) [NJ 
56 %) ma a: ( for am) [U] 
57 4) anftia: ( for we) [U} 


EPIC STUDIES 


58 “) ereqra ( for erezrit ) 
59 °) emer ( for ere?) 

) sae: ( for vem) 
61 * aw ( for wr) 
Ses eon) 
sea 69 °) Ssrdnge: 

78 *) ator ( for dane ) [1] 
79 Reads 79 after 81 


% wary ( for weg) [U] 
80%) a & (for aft) [Ny] 


87 °) sierra ( for sgt ) 
96 *) anftettat as ger (8) 
Adhy. 62. 


10%) eerie ( for wa?) 
n4 gon earl 
U 


Adhy. 64 
pee naaaah ye a 
ie fn coal 


19 Bors) 
 seeeretger (tee Seniar ) 


(M3 
> spear: ( for ene: ) 
) g (for wt) 
19 >) srqqwerg ( for seaceet ) 
20-22 Stanzas 20-22 are ins. on the 
margin. 


EPIC STUDIES VII 363 


a4 
23 *) After way, ins. « U] 
5) en (for ea) [TG] 


25) @ i (forema) (1%) 
26 4) 


Adhy. . 


ens uae 


wee ie weet 
a 4 wera (for are erate) 
oo 


21 *) an ( for at) 
36 4) wyeiter ar ( for “denn ) [U] 
37) Rafat (Ky Be} 
41°) gama (fora) [4] 

4) (for ae) [8] 


Meaaletiy 
{233} 5 5g wd 
bein a 
0 4) ergear: ( for 
29 weet ( for (see) ic 
4 for Pre ) 
4 
4 


aa 


weber ( f 
Th) (for ) [Ki] 
agit ( for aaurfiea ) Ny) 


Adhy. 67 


gueirret ( for “aret ) 
(for at) (5,1 
( for ai ) 


3 
4 
6 


awe 


ae 


y at 


4 
5 
4 


9) write ( for waite) [U] 
12 9 First wom. [NVi] 
13 >) Transp. wet and a [ N,] 
15) qq ( for mit) [K) 
16 9 wf ( for wet) [U] 
arena ( for een ) 
17?) wedtfia & ( for mete 3) 
*) dart (for ut ) [Ts Gis} 


18 *) fateh ( for aPrenfr) [Ns] 
20 4) Transp. fireet and 
(KN, D.] 


RB BSRSRSean 
F 


FDP DPB LIF OP 
zz 
z 
zB 


4,44 
Pall 
gat 


il 
ages 
pe 

Zz 

% 


BSSSSRSR 


364 EPIC STUDIES 


2) fewer: (for Pesmrea: ) 
50 °) eat ant (for went) [NJ 
*) (fora) 
Ee eanns A ad 
53 9 for ware) [U 
54%) fara: (for frat) (SK. 
Bim. os] 
85) waft (from ge) 
57 °) gf (for HB) [N] 
60°) anger Sra ( for aq arate) 


[NJ 
619 Se (ee) iS KR, 
Ds 


62 %) weet ( for sree: ) 
66 5) aren ( for ary) [U] 
67 °) fanfafe: ( for qafefr ) 
68 *) amet ( for arat at) [ N,J 
75 *) Transp. @% and fer 
%) mrarafe (for [a] frarenf& ) 
77°*) @ a ( for ata ) 
{234} 78 >) Semeent (ie 


wrersfa a? 
79 4) ot Rona (ewe) {uv} 
Adhy. 69 
pier Ah alert 


%) wt (for aq) [8] 

6 *) wraenny ( for wen) 
14 °) am: ( for sen) 

4 (for 
18 ») Ce metieny) [U1 
19 *) sSflendar: (for sfta? ) £0) 
20 5) exanitega ( for ag erfte ) (U] 
een a ( for qeragren ) 

IN] 

29°) a en Rn (or er 


Ra: 
30 “) Site ( for Bitar) 


bi pobdkc§ 
35 °) anf (for wer) 
*) saetawtery ( for arabezil ) 
4) earwet (for smerez) 
{SK Ds] 





37 After 37, ins. 678* 
38 9 fated: ( for fate) [U] 
40.) # (for) [Dy] 
41°) weada fe (for seat da) 
[Koa Ds] 
42 *) Transp. eet and & [Ds] 
45: emi ( for efit) [Ny] 
46 °) seq ( for sq) 
48 °) vilfaart (for aitfaert) [ Kos 
Du] 
49 q (fora) [U] 
) are ( for aren ) 
51%) aengqeare ( for “gaat ) 
*) ameane (for wren) [N] 


Adhy. 70 


5) gfteeret (for geet) (5, Kor] 
9) areata ( for ae? ) 
°) atrd ( for ards: ) ([U] 
4) afeett ( for enitcart) 
11 9 qe: (for wm) (§} 
*) wearer terry [ U] 
Pri natn bashes 
14 arannieeanarg [ Ke 
20 *) eft: = (for ate: 


aie (hae eeee) 


23) at aneerd [NJ 
28 *) arfarer ( for onary) 
36 °) altar }e ( for srg) 
40°) amen a ( for 7a mea) [8] 
41 9) werera_( for aareart ) 
[KN Ds] 
46") ¢ (fora) [KoDa] 
Adhy. 71 
2°) exer ftw ( for firstter) (5) 
4) amt dem ( for Whe? ) 
6 °) Matigeara (for “feta ) 





EPic sTUDIES vit 365 
89 Papp etn 58 > qm (foram) FU} 
10 9) &{sla ( for tg) *) farsa ( for frewreaz ) 
129 q (fore) ; (Ks 8] 
*) Transp. 4 and @ [ Ds G 
13> gfira (for wAaq) [8 Ds Gil Ady. 72 
[235} 164 weaemrdia (for aver | 1°) free genem [0] 
games) (Ns) 3 4) Transp. agit and wa 
17 9) weet ( for we ) 5a ( for wifi? ) 
*) & (for at) [UI [NJ 
18 >) qeare (for gat) 84) (for ata) (8) 
©) wepwreties (for armen) [U] | 9) Age (for wea) (N] 
roe ellen, ag flta Ba Z-stavsot icp 
21 apgreeary ( for serge ) weet aa ( for eet 
TNs] uy (for ° € erga 
24% flraerererernftor, 4) [U) 
26 4) areetngere ( for Rea: ger) 2°) serena ( for “wa) [U0] 
TN] Mh Deana tel WG [S: Kos 
28 *) @w (for era) [%] Ds] 
30 °) evexrea ( for wrt ) 20 #) = (for Sp 
) emt ( for we) °) Bar werea ( for eet are) 
314) sage [2 read went} ( for 1) fant ( for stat) [Na] 
ager) *) firage ( for ere: ) 
32°) weit ( for eet ) 22 9) gat gar (for gmnfaer:) | U) 
34°) Transp. ened and feet 23 4) sreratea ( for ) 
36°) at (for @r) [D5] 
After 36%, ins, 708* ( with Adby. 73 


v. J.) 

2 pitts ( for ques fet a) 
9 arent awa sary, 
After 36, ins. 709* ( with 


v1.) 
374) brits i pat (eee 
i 
38 After 38, ins. 710° 
39 5 farenr 
aR 
40 Om. 
43 


(for Set 
) CR] 


wu aret ( for erg 
aret) 

48:9) wagltg ( for esftine ) (U) 
52°) Semeree wit ( for da an 
feet) 5,1 


oS eae (a } 
[§1 = 


ma 


8 °) war et ( for 2 aw) 
18 *) $8 (for [ wife) 


rey) 
36 *) dwt ( for eet) [ Cd) 
{236} Adhy. 74 
3 *) farreghtr ( for freer ) 
[ Kosa N51 
8 *) arftworeed ( for writ a? ) 
11%) arftrevafer ( for srftrerefie ) 
After 11, ins. 750* ( with 
vy. Lasin K} 


36 
Adhy. 75 
6 *) Transp, waar and ae @ 
[NB GJ 


209 were cee ess) 
[Ns] 


Adhy. 76 
12 9 ware ( for fier) 
13) Transp. gee and 2 &e 
CN, Ds] 
15 9 amg (for ear) ( 8] 
18 9 After wef, ins. of§ 
19%) epariare (for qeterere4r) 


LN] 
25 4 fewerft ( for fen) 
[ Ki.2 Mg Cd Arj. (comm. } J 
26 °) wera eeqran (for ayer fer 


29 *) Transp. art and eis 

32 *) watt wen ( for aeaet ae ) 
*) aera ( for wera) 

33 ‘) emrengft ( for arent ) 


Adhy. 77 
16 9) watt (for weet ) 
i) ( for Sorawit) [M1] 
18 ‘) wep ( for watz) 
25 *) @ (for @) 
Adby. 78 
er (for g) [§,] 


fan?) (1 
5 4) saa (for @eq) (5, D1] 


37 4) a (for ar) 
Adhy. 79 


4° eqorrafet ( for wtewa g ) 
6 >) eadtad: (fora dy’) [D. Gi 


{237} 9) ere (for @a) [Ns] 


4) awut a eat [N,] 
7 4) Transp. & and & 
° Terre (or great) 

for 

*) aftate (for aftqeun®) (UI 
10 °) Transp. sqa@ and at * 
169 &(forg) (SM) 

9 wer Bi tea [ N; ] 
17 4) werat wae ( for wet 

anftrer’ ) 


19%) argugwdert ($1 Kos] 
*) sreeaitz ( for [wi] arceafes ) 
(Koa 8, Dal 

21°) aorta ert (U) 
22 4) aq (forest) [U} 
24°) we: ( for fre: ) [Ny] 
25°) fefiqoeré ( for sfewere ) 
30 *) gw ( for wea} 

») went ( for waft ) 


Adby. 80 
1%) ete ( for wer) (8) 


13 °) qrefiess ( for qwerere ) 

15 *) ge (for qe ) 
Adhy. 82 

44 eet (far eae eee) 
is 


5%) @ awry ( for st aan) FU) 
11 9) arnig @ ( for «1 wg 2) 
12°) aredied deert 
Adhy. 83 
2°) neallg qafity (for mewd 
) 


arty 
3°) qavertenn: ( for werasteut: ) 
*) eferinfa ( for aifrenfe ) 


11°) @(forg) 
) (for ®@° ) 
13 4) ery: eer aft: ( for wreapre: 
mg) (NB, De] 
Adhy. 84 
2%) giv ( for nye) (8 Bra] 
3°) aremere setter (for are: 
wie) (8) 
1 eee worn! 


15 9) samt (for wat) [8] 
for gue) [84] 
17%) wea ( for war) [D, G] 


367 


°) qvary ( for wey) ([U] 
19 >) sane ( for wear) (Ny ] 
9) segatveret ( for weitere) [U] 


eres 
i 


if 
i 


foe Sree 
i] 
( for safer) £S, Ki 8, 


Sem: ( for afe:are: ) 

(ior sreqg: } 

Adhy. 86 

5 *) sxaqgaa trary ( for *aage fret) 
11 9) seara ( for sang) 

12) After afte ins. wft 

13 9 (for [wJeq) (U} 

15 >) erm ( for war) (Ne) 


Adhy, 87 

24 prnscep pial 

err ( for g 
(for ere) [8] 
for arsere) [Ny] 


i 


bh 


a - 
o oe 
SF SPD PFD 


pe | 


a 


aint 
i 
Tl “f 


368 ” EPIC STUDIES 


9) gover ( for (gat) [Kes Ds] 
bP al oblate tgs 
16 *) After darters, ins. & [U 
17 9) gate va ( for gaierat ) 

[Ky Ns Bi Dy] 


18 >) agary ( for ager ) 


[Ki Nis Ds] 
i (for wae?) (8) 


& 
Sse wo 
1B 


r ( for arerrar: ) 
17 *) emp ( for why) [U) 
20°) aga (for ma) [N, G] 
24°) ayaitg ( for araeg) (NG 
After 24°, ins. 868° ( with 
v. Las in K,) 
*) ata Siar gram Sar: 
25 9) franfrer: (for firenivew: ) [8] 
239) 4) saqererstery [ U] 


9-10 The ten names ending with 
gare spelt with y. After 10°, 
ins. 875° : 

10 *) enreite, ( for ora ) 

B 


) TREATS : 
11%) aftan gf wort can Ter 
afte: 


14%) eer (for gary) N) 
%) paragon aur: ( Ns] 


15 °) wa qed ( for ag ett 4) 
9 meg (hed e) 
17 ~~ After 17, ins. 879* 
11 Transp. 18 and 20% 
20 *) atezea ( for afters ) 
9 aah fed ( for oa: @ f& ot) 
(for wat) 
( for eat) 
aegrere: ( for etftertoer: ) 
% ( for Ret: ) [U] 
( for sarftrny ) 
{u] 
for WFEIrE ) 
( for @a ) 
( for @ Gt eae) 
N, 


35°) anbtficerracdes 
1) are ( for reer ) 
37 *) weer ( for wrear: ) 
2) gate: (for Saat) (N, Do Di] 
38 *) i a ia a 
[Ns] 


42>) gart ( for yt) [Ks Ny] 
43>) seeped (for pemNea) 
44 >) Sera ( for few? ) 
*) wen (for wer) (5%) 
9) weaera (for ee?) (8, T:G 
45%) wire: ( for sffererr ) 
45 45% is repeated ( with v. 1.) 
®) reve: (for were: ) [U] 
47) ag ( for WE) 
51 4 aiftew (for gftew ) [5,1 
5) watt Feet ( for watt fireri ) 


i 


SERB 
$43 


wo 


2 


33 


itil 
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a 

Ls Bum 

53}) waligtarar ( for atvdreert ) 
544 mata: ( for agra ) 


14) & (for?) 

2°) safinle ( for aaa) 

3°) gear ( for ftwaren) [8,7 

5) ere ( for waz) [fe] 

6 war (for gr) [Ks Si] 

») ga ( for aa) 

11 After hr, ins. 

12 ateet arfeery (for stents) 
{u] 

4 water: ( for went) 


15 mp) 
){U] 
17-18 gue ( for wa?) [ Nis] 


19 weg: ( for agent) 
pol pill 

230 asdeery ( for sara 

25 After arerent, (ins. quagitt ) 

{240} engeq ( for wnege ) 

26 — wuta ( for fage) Before weat, 
ins. @ 

31 *) Transp. aren and 3a 

32 9) adheeng ( for smrrare) {5,7 

35 fewat (for set) meq ( for 


weanret) [UJ 

40-41 From weaved up to Gitar 
aa Om. 

42 warm (for werq) here & 
below [Ny] 

45 wnnreeedornd (for wee SY 
hon: wag) [Kr] 

46 Om. garg (Ns By) 


48 °°) gare ( for ereat ) 
*) Here and in the sequel eiag 
(for ererg ) 
50 Om. vat [3 
SL ae sareyt (for sENyATET) 
nreendta ( for Cant ) 
52 Before fh, ins, wendy 





56 wafefeeng wet a ( for 
fevererra ) [5,1 

ZeBe ort, ( for Bfegnt ) 

61 Om. am 

63 After pei, ins gut 

66 After frwrem:, ina, owt 

68 Om. 

70 Om. at 

7 


Om. & 
we reer ( for qyte ) 
77 After 77 ina. 903* ( with v. 1) 


78 fen s 
fect — 
81 rep 
83 afte (f 
84 Sains eee ' 
85 the first ata 
After @eawq, ins. Sige ial 
am gids wa gored 
cher waamg (for 
Penal 
atant gitar 
am aed weet (for awe 
wart ae ) 
wereerare ( for serarare ) 


89 After 89, ine et Sewtoery 

90 «Om. 

91 After 91, ins, 906" 

93 After se@, ins, exrarerd Fay, 
( for wet) 

94 araeft ( for settee ) 
After gi, ins. are 

95 werfiweatt Ret gw seas: 
arene: 


96 *) Om. § 
*) Om. 
After 96", ins, the following 
passage followed by 909 
& wee: gee: aie: art sree? 
areiitrercrafarerert 


wht: a 
aaisheeram wer Gr 


Preciguite: serrate u 86 Wt 
909* Om. fierer aw tear, 


sprarftredt at [ Corrupt ] 
{241} 13 9) a awort wi (N) 
17 *) feeBtelfir ( for afeunt ) 


iff 


S825 
a{iiit, 
al 
qiti ie 
“at 


ear) 

for swat) (8 ] 
arent (2) eax ( for 
wea ) 


BRS 8 
a 
= 
g 
ere 


ON Ne 
ig4z 
z 
ea 
2 
z 


a 
i 


Bessa 
- 
zl 
Ag 
Pa 
SSRs FESESR 


Adhy. 93 


14) afta ( for ogy) 
39) mewpe (for saya) [N 
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15 9 eandet agua © 
27 >) fa] wa ( for az) [N, DJ] 
*) we: (for ea) [Nis] 
30 *) at ( for at) 
33) wt ( for TRL), and ery 
oper (for wrdy ergteer: ) 
[ 


35 ‘) Transp. a and @ftit 
37 *) ene ( for wer) [U] 


Adhy. 94 

(for we) [5 My] 

hicatieg 

for wey) [Ns] 

(for went) 

p ( for “Refrerer ) 

pS] 

{S} gx ( for qeemaiy ) 

for gaat) 

‘alas 

& and gan 1) 
[SK] 


ie 


888ea 
B78 8 oe. 
gad 7 
fa 
a 


af 


vronftrar: ) 
for dha: exgi ) 
eevan: ) [Nia] 
wm: ) (8) 

p ( for fawer:) [N,} 


r 


i 


4. 
g 


wr 


ag 
cy 


iH 


Lid 
(for wart arr) (3, ) 
or ) 

( for mre) [8,1] 
(for set ®er ) 


i 


Byoetas A 


% se 


i 
j 
a 
2 
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92 4) semtemy (for Gout? ) 
UG N3 


Adhy. 95 
4) gents ( for areata) 
9 Bahk ade [%) 
“3 ( for °spudt ) 
( for wea? ) 
Adhy. 96° 
1 *) &e ( for vert) (18, J 
6% ante (for meg) fe] 
6 For 10°, subst. 999* 
19) me ( Sor Rrra) 


<emden 
219 ae re 
4) eebererret at: 


2 5 geet: ( for “war? ) 
*) aprenniee: ( for ugrea: 
‘ger (U) 
After 28, ins. 1004* 
30 ©) faired ( for frerderrt) [Ny] 
Beep eyed ‘ ; 
37 *) wen ( for ergrere) LN, By 
38 *) wet HB ( for weqder ) 
(K Nis Dy} 
39 After 39, ins. 1013* 
41 — After 41, ins. 1017* 
43 *) amy (for [ad dte) (Nia Del 
44.9 ger (for eqa) (NJ 
*) For 44°, subst. 1018* [Nis] 
46°) wee (for wat) (NB,] 
50 *) war ( for wat) 


Adhy. 97 
After 1, ins. 1022* ( with v. 1.) 
‘anf ( read Rt) at ( for ar 
fart ) 
wt (fora) [N2) 
‘8 ( for Be; in both places } 
(KD) 





374 


10) srprertt ( for aera) 
iced 


14 wm 
“) Om. [ ae 
*) gun ( for afin) [U3 


12 9) wee ( for.& ee ) 
13 9) fe ( for We) Nia) 
°) ee ( for wn) (N,] 

15°) entaaiyeiet 

17 9 age ( for war) 

20 *) war ( for em ) 

28°) waveat ( read BR) (for te) 
29 *) eg ( for seer) 

33) Transp. wae and ge [ BJ 


Adhy. 99 
5 *) After ear, ins. & 
{243} eth see ( for wer aft: ) 
6°) warefhday ( for aareiredt) [Ns] 
ieee ee 
[K: 8G] 
15 4) After w, ins. wt [6 KN, } 
29 *) fvarafifies: (for fray’ ) 
36 9 wey a AER 
a) eh es ‘ 
qrehey ( for arefirdy 
ioe ee 
saftqemt ( for were) [ 
ter Meigen ere ns. 1068" 
varearati ( for wz? ) 
{we ( for) 
eee ee UN) 
gt ares 
wt 


Soars 
SB 
4 


Coe ae) TS Ki) 


Adby. 100 
19 ange (for ewe) (,] 
29) After Pref, ins. 
39 g( foram) 


) 
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2 wen (for wR) 10 *) fea ( for wre) [ Corrupt } 
4) geqeamy (for “graTt) 13 *) ea ( for gat) 
4%) eet after or 14 After 14, ins. 1110* 
15 ') fawot saree [J 17 *) arqarera ( for g@ererez ) 
aw Car]fa (for [ #)f) ‘ [Na] 
28°) [at] fiettwe: (for srerera: 
TKN Ady. 104 
9) Cat Tebwahy: (for Omverg:) (Raj | 3 () sar (for “ort ) 
After 28, ins. 1087* 4°) am ( for dt) 
29°) earrere ( for We) [Ns] 74) Transp. gat and wa [Nis 
30 *) @& ( for wt) Dy Dy] 
8) & faegerew: ( for terromeft) | £244} 8 °) wee ( for tt) 
a) 9 After 9, ins. App. I, No. 58 
( with v. 1, omitting lines 
Vietntes Sh gectntent 
os (or o . 
10 §) eat (for er) 10) SN oe 
4 ) om ates rary, 
14 4) seater ( for gaey’ ) 4) we: (for 3a) 
ab eee ee) 12 9 weet (for amet) [Bhs Ds] 
") fade (for Car] f) (84) Pa I et 
After 15, ins. an additional pean begs * 
colophon , ins, 1120 
16 After 16, ins. 1096* 13“) ered gard & we eee 
17 9 gen a wert det [N, D,] FETE 
°) farfieees ( for Preeea ) 16 *) swegen at ( for at gwenere ) 
23 4). der( for deat) (U] [Nie] 


25 *) we: ( for ga: ) 4 @(for@) [S: Ky; XN] 
27°) mirwet: (for aera) [Koz] | 17 4) after aaa: 


*) wee atrea wae: 
sige be OE 9) wg feftrgiet [ N,1 
6 2) weifierrenettor: 18 *) wet ( for erat) 
®) genaieeraon: [ §, 5) eegarmere ( for aprerest ) 
re is ®) sped ( for gua) 
7°) [el eqaeaen ( for Corder ) ipereabed 
84) (fort) £5 KN] 1% a 
11 9) Soar a, 
| a eter for afew 
fee mee | Ree Tm 
4 1124* ( with v. 1.) 
12 4) srqenfteoaite: [ Ko HN, ] 20 9 state 


16 °) Raneqerreirer: [ U ] 
18 ) eafaet ( for snftah ) 55] 5) ereeiegere € fj 
19°) sty ( for ew: ) ) & Sarees age [Nis] 
-[ 219) seer cee sfird 
Adhy, 103 |) fart (for geet) 
1°) en ( for wag ) | ©) entt Neti 
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Adhy. 105 


Reveseay ( for ma° ) 
( for "a? ) 
(for ster) [S: Kia] 


(for aw?) [G,} 
wert ( for xa? ) 
Transp. are and Cg 

5 


Py era 
4) Fe abate (NT: G,] 
Stee 


12”) deygs 
“4 
18%) 
20 *) enem: ( for aga: ) [U] 
23 *f) Transp. @é and ger 
24%) arte? [Ns] 
») antrewrateht [§,] 
*) wanfet: (for [= |e) 
26) a(forg) [U] 
27 *) eetagmt ( for eter: Stee) 


Adhy. 106 


7°) Com)sreonft (for erent) 
{Nis Bs De} 


i: 


6 


10 


(for 2°) 
. 
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31°) feent a ( for signe) 
After 31°, ins. 1148* ( with 


v.1) 
32 °) werif get ( for TE ) 
33) Rees (ior fae) TU) 
*) wet ( for wet) 


34 4) da ( for Ger) (Ki ND] 
36‘) qrewet (for eerereat ) 


(S Ds] 
37) Ga meni (for der 
Guest) 
Adhy. 108 
1°) gat ( for @et) [Ki4] 
*) Setqrera (for emgyetr ) [ U) 
2 *) Transp. ar: and ag: i 
349 (for gga) (81 
53) a ( for farwe: er: ) 
[h] 
6”) Om. 
9 *) epieg: ( for sewer: ) 
{ 10°) sragrdt ( for qfowerst ) 
11?) arepetewreaht 
*) wengrem ( for Pret aft 4) 
*) grew 


12 4) wae ( for Pwr ) 
13 After 13”, ins. 1155* 





Adhy. 107 


5°) em (? read @ ) ee aagnert: (for 
a aereet ) 
8 4) weddie, ( for amity ) 
[ Corrupt } 
12 5 fxedaftet ( for eget ) 
17 *) gettsaz ( for getsetat ) 
[St Kos N] 
19 *) enéret ( for *adter ) 
>) erga wet ( for *eerqeeerat ) 
21 4) gm: ( for oe ) 
24 After 24, ins, 1141*, 
followed by line 2 of 1142* 
25 After 25, ing. 1144* 
27 *) wet (for ant) 
{245} 29 After 29, ins, 1146* ( with 
vel) 


14>) ed aatemieer [4] 
2 ogee 
) erentfteer ( for neitfer ) 
16>) af aah: [N,] 


“) Om. 


se eafe qa’ ( for aay ear ) 
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17 *) wagfir: (for gg) [Ks 83 
19 After 19° ins. 1162* 

*) 9G ( for set) 

2) sere fave (for sumer fest) 
22°) eebentdereatte, [8,1 
23°) @ aa: ( for aren: ) 

*) fesren: ( for froven: ) 
25%) (ax) rerveany (for [ w letereran) 
319 grenk ( for qwrt ) 


Adhy. 110 


2%) xa ( for we) [8] 
tee birlbi AER tal Poll 
16 *) 
17 *) 
21) [Sle ( for [s}at 
24°) yam: ( for aera: ) 
26 © After 26%, ins, 1166* ( with 
ve) (8s) 
30 *) Caarane 
36 ') arent ( for ara” ) 
38 >) qeartaenre ( for “antrenz ) 
[Corrupt ] 
43°) apemery ( for anftto) (8,1 
Ady. 111 
6 After 6, ins. 1173* 
9 *) wftrsite aredt 
{246} 12 ") om arear: ( for wa 
a@) (8) 
4) qoute wale: ( for errageen: ) 
LK, Ny] 
13 *) wifey ( for fate: ) 
14%) gq (fora) 
15 After 15%, ins. 1178* 
15-16 Reads 15°-16-° after 12 (?) 
17 %) aagtion ( for werent ) 
18 °) aftery ( for aftr) [U] 
19 ©) Bae ( for Rafts ) 
20 *) sitftret afer (for sifterarcerft) 
23 *) waterftar: ( for Canteen) 
26%) wyeme ( for WA) [N,) 
* & (for ®) 
*) qa ( for wet) 
27 >) Transp. q@ and gat: 





28 *) Grits ( for Cama) 

*) waftwat (for ehfteat) [NJ 
29°) am: sietafite: [Ns] 
30%) ot giant 

4) [S]eqeng ( for gery) 

32 *) [wg ( for [w]q) 
33") gereenfer ( for [sr] yeqn® ) 
Adhy, 112 


aT Sigeaee tee) Tee 


joer i) 

*) Weaffer: ere ( for ae sete: ) 
13 After 13, ins, 1186* 

{ with v. 1.) 

14) Transp. <i and wrq, 

*) eerrereermarar [S, K, 8, J 

4) sexyang ( for aut?) [Ny] 
16 *) a (for g) 


*) aeROT SATE 
j 19 °) srdfaerrgen ( for ga° ) 


27°) sareroenfiett [ U] 
28°) gromerat sent 
29 °) wea ( for eat } 
°) faverer: ( for Coreat ) 
30 °) f& ( for [gle) 
31 *) erat ( for set? er ) 
32 ed LS RULE I esse i) 
IN, 
33 *) agente ( for wapnfier ) 
34 >) [aa] ft ateter ( for weet ) 


Adby. 113 


*) warts ( for eras ) 
aremtfaftr ( for Carat ) 
sarorest ( for gu’ ) 
gerreg ( for aren: ) [N,) 
°) fare (for°m) —- 
20 °) farreeped ( for streweT ) 
21 ®) apie ( for mite) 

°) (ea) qempsifin ( for sent ) 
24 *) axa ( for eat) [8,1 
26 *) wily ( for weg) [RJ 
32°) qa ( for wr) 
33%) eifteemnent ( for afin?) [Ns] 


Bele 


2 
4°) 
6 *) 
74 
8 


EPIC STUDIES VII 


35 — For 35%, subst. 1196* 

37 4) er at exer rat 

38°) qemeat ( for aeefaat) [U] 
40°) « (fort) [Ks N, Ds] 


Adhy. 114 


ser ie IN] 
degen ( for dea ) 

fee ( for az) 

wfeate fafa 
‘rary ( for erat ) 

we ( for wt) [85] 

23 *) frat ( for garat) {NJ 
{247} After 23”, ins. 1212* 

( with v. 1.) | 


14 
3 


we 
Maa 
Sere 


28 *) afeaeant( for anqare ) 
After 28, ins. 1219* (om. line 1) 
29%) @fer (for gar) (here and 
elsewhere ) 
31°) dha (for tpt: ) 
34°) fart? [Nis] 
38 *) Raearat ( for tart ) 
") (for gaye: ) [U] 
419 &( for (Sly) (Ns) 
43 °) 
After 43%, ing. 1224* 
44 *) aitamr (for mete: ) [ Kor} 
48 *) swear ( for freardt ) [K:N,] 
50 °) apr ( for art) [ Na] 
51 “) attr ( for weiter) [UJ 
52 4) [wa (for @) 
53 4) qywerer [NJ 
61 *) een ( for Serer) 
») mevien (for tat) 
(KN, DJ 
62 After 62, ins. 1230* 
65 °) eAftoht ( for erftt ) 
4) Transp. agit and wrest 
66 °) we ( for wet) 
Adhy. 115 
») feqeshe (for PeagASR ) 
*) wid ( for erat) [Ns] 
) ea ( for wre ) 
*) Transp. ge and fir [ N,] 


2 
6 
8 
9 
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119) eefteges (sor satire) 
[8] 


q 

14 *) gta (for gata) 

15 *) get ( for anf) TN] 

16 *) wer ( for ea) 

18 *) eaafrofewa [8,1 

19 *) Seat ( for tat) [S: Ky] 

21 After 21, ins, 1240" ( with 
v. 1. as in Ny) 

22°) eat ( for gat) [ N,} 

23 ¢) areqat ( for area ) 

26%) Om. [U) 


Adh, 116 
7 *) wet rat (for werent) (8) 
9 >) arrarqeer ( for quae) [ Bs} 
12°) geerert ( for Came ) 
15°) war ( for aa: ) 
21>) qerear a sei arn N] 
23 °) &W ( for sit) 
24°) epaalé ( for gg a) (U] 
25 4) After situr, ins. % 
29 *) Transp, fir and §& 


Adhy. 117 
1°) wg ( for gant) 

4) waiter apraeeat [ Ko Ny] 
7°) ott men ( for ge yen) [U] 
16 %) fiearg ( for wate) (%] 

®) firma & ( for afte a) 

CR] 

21 4) wa ( for wet) 
26 °) qeaee: ( for veae ) 

*) cet serarcere 

Adhy. 118 

Fe olay fitted taal 
19 °) sexier ( for get) [U 
22 §) wear ( for wre: ) 
27») qed: ( for agit: ) 
29 °) farfeat ( for ayy: ) 


{248} Adhy. 119 
1”) Transp. wat © and view 
[Ks Me] 
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9) eqararren ( for Cad) 

4°) genta (for we?) 

5) aan (for wat) (Kea Se] 
7 After 7, ins. 1305* 


14 4) Swertay ( for Teen” ) 
15 9 weamget (for searfirget ) 
[u} 
18 *) aq ( for aay) 
4 [Ns] 
21 ‘) gare ( for yet) 
23°) wartattey ( for Cagrat) ( N] 
26 °) fafieeaerg ( for af” ) 
28 °) faftrard ord ( for a frard ore: ) 
29 After 29, ins. 1309* 
33 % wrt ( for are) 
41%) eee ( for waft) [M] 
Adhy. 120 
2%) atlewt: ( for arr ) 
84 (for wait) [8] 
19°) fafedt 


Adhy. 121 
6 *) mmftet ( for whrat) [U) 
7%) aeursn ( for aTeerst ) 
4) serge ( for azo) [U] 
19 *) qurarferdt ( for aa?) (N,] 
21 °) eter ( for sie ) 


Adhy. 122 
*) wanreg ( for erere ) 
4) senaft (for saan) [5 Ti] 
7 RE See 
‘3 

°) gra ( for gon) 
i) feed gets (ioe wet feos) 
After 11, ins. 1357* ( omitting 

1. 2 and with v. 1.) 
12 9 &(forg) [Kos Ny] 
19 4) wert 2 ( for PRR) 
22 y) ‘aart ( for gu) [M] 
23 *) (for gees) [U] 
25 4) [8] I 


8 


08 
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26 *) eware ( for srery) [8] 
28 °) & wer em ( for aarare at ) 
32 >) agar ( for gare ) 
35 *) at wife ( for ene at af ) 


Adby. 123 
2 *) wage ( for war’ ) 
aS 
+) for ) 
8 *) Steere ( for qewey ) 
14 *) Transp. war and aT 
[Ko Ds] | 
18 *) & (fora) [Ky Ny] 
23°) weerarery ( for wa’ ) 
25 ') at (for w&) 
26 °) ertvere ( for eRe ) 
33%) efrerenfeye ( for asrdtaerrg ) 
35 9) wa ( for war) [UJ 
*) aft ( for aa) 
36 °) war ( for eat) 
40 °) argratedt ( for “aitrat ) 
41 *) aredt ( for eareat) [8,1 
43°) drat aft ( for “dr a) 
44°) qe ( for wafer ) 


{249} 47 ®) eeder: ( for were: ) 


a ) aera: ( for mn) [Ns] 
54 4) qet ( for wet) (Ks) 

58 “) frareqerray ( for Prereqerrat ) 

60 *) wre ( for ent ) 

62 °) wh ( for wt) 

66°) apa freer a: [Ny 3 

67 %) qreqe (for wege) here and 

in the sequel 

71») weft: ( for fare: ) (8) 

74°) @e ( for aH ) 

78 ‘) gax ( for garg) [U] 


Adhy. 124 


6%) eagers ( for RrEPeTT) 
16%) Om. [S, K (except K,) ] 
29 °) spitet ( for °) 
32 *) wardt ( for sitqdt ) 

Adhy. 125 
2%) #t (in both places for qr) 


Pic sTuptgs vit 37 
13 9 ggger (for [ulger) *) qamem fort at (8) 
9) srmmcigts ( for Cdftet: ) %) wetterht ( for °R wit) 
15 9 ame (for) [U] [Corrupt ] 
18 *) wgftt ( for ag?) Adby, 130 
20°) eRe (for | 5) wf ( fr) (0) 
21.9) Tranep. why: and ger [8] ) Reaetiremy ( for figeraTE ) 


25°) (wlee ( for [vi] arem) 
28 *) Transp. f% q and flew: [% J 
32 4) ammeni®[:} earafeut: fear 


Adhy. 126 
5 t (Nig) 
4) abo ( for ait) (NJ 
4) ar (for ga) [Kos Ds] 
154) Teenie (S Kia 


20°) eaerit ( for ean) 

sere 
 ( for d 

39°) srerarter ( for “sree ) 


| 


2 
6 


Adhy. 127 
1.4) sqofee ( for gafiee) 5] 
2 4) earwe (for aa” ) 
4°) afftger ( for Gy” ) 
8°) mepftarr: ( for erat: ) [U} 
14 After,14°, ins. 1430* 
( with v. 1) 
15 ©) unftererent ( for “dart ) 
9) spare ( for affront ) 
(ot. 8] 
19) wma ( for war at) 
Adby. 128 
2%) ftreane ( for er errr) [U] 
04 7 (for weet) [Ko Ns 
Y 
Adby. 129 
ert (for me) £$, Kors] 
Rftrenghernry 


After 4°, ins. 1436* 

afte ( for a?) (8, Das] 
9 wr aed: gree 

m xt game (KG. M) 


2% 
34 
4 

14 


{u] 
{250} 7 5) deer ( for dear) 
8°) aerera ( for sear eet) 
°) warfteet ( for afird ) 
119) em ( for wey) (RK) 
13.) apwrerar * ( for ® wert) 
(8M) 
14 4) fare (for aeafeem: ) (5, 
Koos Ny Ds] 
18°) srewar sear: ( for srowt gy wet ) 
Adby. 131 
15 9) afheany ( for eifery) (Nis) 
16 §) spearregret ( for weer ) es 
+ 189) erpnéere ( for camera ) 
Adhy. 132 
8 4) etary ( for srt) (U} 


Adhy. 133 
4% (for wer wet) C83] 
13°) eremee: ( for eerreriter: ) 
17 *) aqftrava ( for wftrqeou ) 
18 *) tee sy ( for ereewitg ) 
“) sap ( for mr) 
(D1) 


ad 
reat: ( for emai) ( Ns} 
ROS ( for EER) 
Adhy. 134 
8) aeanta ( for “tar: ) 
2 ie eee) 
13 *) Sa ( for sea) 
14-15" Om. 
After 15, ins, 1463* 
21 4) qatwawe (for °nt) 
22 9) ater aryarty [U} 
After 22% ins. 1470* 
. (with v1) 








4 
28 4) 
a4 
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24%) pga: ( for Sifter: ) 
4) eifat ( for sante) (18,1 
26°) exewet ( for wept) [N,] 
Adhy. 135 
6 “) wrwrenpreny ( for fear? ) 
Adby. 136 


1 9) ee ( for det) 
4% ware (for fr’) [Kos 


Rial 
10°) eee ( for var) (KN, Dy] 
11 4) wa ( for aq) 
12% erent ( for set) (85) 
°) afgfin: (for afer) 1%) 
Adhy. 137 
5°) wing (for #rei ) 
[Nes Mss] 
16 ©) gee: ( for ster: ) 
Siar (He eee | 


18 6 ieee (Hib Rae 

21 4) wary ( for ware) ban 
Adhy. 138 

2% bars sah ald 


T Ko. wa 
6 *) emprwe sitter [ Ni, M} 
Ho Oke oki 
14%) apqitaremrst [Ko N, 
18 >) ommenatdia [S, K 1 
jt iee) tke Rel 


Adhy. 139 
1°) Transp. wa and ag [ NJ 
{251} sat esr ah aca 


Ks Mie 
5°) see (ir ee (hl 
Fe 9) renter ( for dt 
1S: Kes Mis] 
12 *) enswesy ( for set 9) 
(Ko. 2-3 Dn Gz} 
15 +) galugitan (for “dite ) 


L&) 
*) fe ewarg ( for (S] frweary) 


4 wrrenes (fe "See 


16 4) arse Pol ‘ae 
17 *) werenrt ( for aererg ) 
23 9) erfeared ( for gout) [Ky 
27 *) metre: ( for frre) [8] 
9) a (forys) [U] 
28 *) a& (for garg) (K Nia] 
9) weranditne ( for wert ge) [Ne] 


Adhy. 140 
5°) after ( for de) [Ko Ny] 
i) ee tn een ee) 


6°) frets (for mi? ) (1%, Ny] 
79) aqgesht ( for fage? ) 
[$1 Kisa Ns J 
(for wit) [Ky Nia] 
bas rng ht 
eeerrrrer [Ny] 
9) agit (for wat) {8 Ko oa 4] 
149) get equree (8, ] 
Adhy. 141 
4) aqarat aviter (= 4!) (R] 
4°) [gle (for (wu) [%) 
9°) waren ( for mere) [cf Ny } 
©) eager © ( for wn creer ) [N,) 
Adhy, 142 
15 *) eaarfore_( for “era ) 
[Ko Nig Moo] 
of loa fach cout 
16°) fararag ( for frartet 
24 Bearers i par 


s 4 fete [aje) [%) 
26 *) frqreranay, ( for frgeqert) 
A ; eae ( for erg) [U] 
°) avert: ( for germ: ) 
% Adhy. 143" 
6 >) epgwadieren ( for “efneer) (8) 
8°) drome tere 1H) 


9 


, 2 
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20%) (for wg) 
{S, Ko Nig} 


— 


(tor 


22 4) 


239 
25 %) for gt) [ 
i) padi ay 1} 
27 *) aermarey ( for wer ) 
£252} 28 *) srgrema ( for Caer) 
(7, 6] 
36 *) at (for &) £K ( except Ki )} 
[ha] 
Adhby. 144 
13 *) qtr (for “gett ) 
4 > [ea] eerery ( for ere: ) 
15 >) merwer: (for em: ) 
4) ern ( for wer) 
16°-18" inserted marg. 
sec. mM. 


29 9 ot) 18 

31 *) efter ( for anf) 

34 El ical 
‘erey ( for eTerL) 

36 5 Hf (for be) 


40 *) FoR ( for PERT) 
Adhy. 146 
9) giverntag [$, Kors] 





16 ‘) repeat) 


18%) wertaeray ( for ven?) [U] 
20°) wa (for aa) [Ki] 
5) eee cen een 
ey 
4) ete (for [ a ) sifftrerg ) 
($i Ni 
Adhy. 147 
1S fees 9 ie Rens os) 
TNis 
5 *} arene ( for arte) (8,7 
6) aft (for [al ft 
9 %) sum ( for faa) (ND, ] 
16 Reads 16%, after 1623* 
(cf. 18) 
gasfeen (for genfrat) (U] 
After 18, ins. 1623* ( cf. 16 ) 
21 Ba aleehliesjaniil 
°) Transp. and any 
9) araferefe ( for Cenif) (KJ 
Adhy. 148 
1 9) eeta ( for “em” ) 
[Ko % D; Ms] 
10) &( for’) [ Ne} 
12 4) aterer ( for °@ aE) 
13 *) wet ( for wat) [Ns] 
5) wenrfie: aauiitirs [8,1 
16 %) sive’ ( for gen’) (8,1 
9 wa (for eae LU] 
') avatar ( for °stteafe ) 
Adhy. 149 
Be pended 
') for 
*enerrat ) (8; ) 
8 *) aad ( for + ae) 
{253} 11 *) wegaie ( for gate ) 
> xa wat ( for aq) [8] 
12 ¢) waren ( for wa?) 
20 *) we (for a) [M] 
9) eg ( for dt) [U] 


18 4) 
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Adhy. 150 aaah ae 
LY fi] 24%) sree 
6 ‘ pardon ll . glade Eile: 
patie 36%) (a) generis 
» want + arene 39°) eamndt (for aa?) 
20 *) [emleafteh ( for fed) [K. 3 *) wane & ( for sara ) 
NB) C8, Bis Ma] 


B, 
21 *) wea (for ge) [U] 
25 *) at ( for @) 
26 After 26, ins. 1644* 


Adhy. 151 
9 >) Brerertelt ( for te? ) 
114 @(for@) [U} 
14 %) ard ( for fra ) 

[$1 Kors Ds] 
19 4) oa tate 


: After 6, ina, 1665* 

70 am ( ford) (8) 
8 aes en (Sx aeete a) 
15 *) (for wwe ) 

9) fares ( for wrarer ) 


Adhy. 153 


Adby. 155 

19) gered ana: [S, 8,1 

2°) @ (for &) i, rsp te 
89) same (ior een hi 
10 9 serpy tino Ml 
or a ae a) 
20%) g (for (gli) 
21 4) a ( for et) 


After 43, ins. 1698* 
48°) seerg (for sare) [D,] 
Adhy. 156 
5%) maf ( for vent ) 
Adhy. 157 
4°) etre (for erm) [Ns] 


13 4 ge (for gt) [K Sia] 
14%) ( for arer ) 

Adhy. 158 
2 *) etary ( for “ererory ) 
3 4) srerem: ( for amt ) 
7%) smret ( for rer) [, Mos 1 
8 4) sendy ( for ) 
{254} 10 *) {hal 


més geneerat 
*) geome ( for ewer) [8,1 
13:9) ard ( for aret ) 
(Ns By m Ds J 
14 *) sora: ( for grat: ) 
15 ‘) ar ( fora) 
16 %) wh weer ( for err a) 
18 *) firapedt ( for Seem) [U] 
* engereram (for ft” ) 


[ Corrupt ] 
*) [xi] euperezerreg ( for Comeertsy ) 
[ Koa Nis Br] 
Sa ee ake ; 
*) watery ( for ) {Corrupt 
24 *) paraarenh yn 
») sriterte, eg is ] 
25 °) wernt ( for eet) [Ri 
31 4) efesrory ( for aa? ) 
32 *) agrar ( for °ea) [U} 
34 >) auf (for wet) (U] 
37 °) erenften ( for wen?) [U} 
40 *) a ( for aa) 
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22 °°) wenetares ( for seererara ) 5 *) smyel ( for agp) 
{efK.} 6 *) amen ( for waft) [SK Ds} 
23° [a ifeer am: (for [wR os) p ( for aeRhy? ) 
seaeat) [K] 74) {slequeg (for fs] =a? ) 
Adhy. 180 [hv 


2 After 2, ins, 1855" 
( with seer for sree ) 
[SK MJ 
3%) & goin ( for fae’) [SK Ge] 
4°) qareart ( for “ent ) 
UN, Bes Ds] 
'257} 5 *) arqeeara ( for fa &° ) 
fu] 
9%) (for tafe) (U] 
10 %) ee (for gery) 
13 9 arent ( for &if) [U] 
Ee en ee 
18°) farthaaeemf ( for aedager 
aft) (8) 
Adhy, 181 
4%) enerew ( for orare) [ 8 Bs] 
>) agree: ( for xa: ) 
9%) fart ( for farfer: ) 
31 After 31%, ins, 1882* ( with 
@éur as posterior 
pada ) 
°) Geert wee ( for °x® wey) 
After 31, ins. 1883* 
Adhy. 182 
2° gent ( for gaat ) 
4° @ (for ft) 
7°) atPaeate ( for ae? ) 
8°) snadae (for Set) [UJ 
14 4) ae wade 


Adhy. 183 
1 Om. [U] 
59 meg (for ag”) 
8 °°) feat ae revererer et 
Adhy. 184 
34 Prag: (for frreaiog: ) 
[D, Ms] 


94) ata (for re) 
18 *) dem: (for gat) [K: Gi} 


Adhy, 185 
8 9) ferat ( for ferit ) 
11 *) fee ( for front: ) [U] 
12 %) () ftveaerey ( for anergy) [UT 
16 4) wedt aed ( for que eae: ) 
20°) smerefien (for waptten ) 

(Vi Mas 3 

21 *) ave ( for at Ga) (U] 
23 9 a( fora) [U] 
25 *) wna ( for a? ) 

Adhy. 186 
paper ads cred [RJ 


9 4) [ei] frraeny ( for Saear: ) 
Adhy. 187 


13 9 aren ( for am) 
26 4) axe ( for ea”) [U] 
Adhy. 188 
1 4) fe) wares ( for Sart ) 
2%) sieve ( for Sm) [UI 
34 (eal fipeseton ( for (et) fer 
asat) [Ds] 
4%) edz (for Pert ae: ) 
(NBD) 
Adhy. 189 
4% gava (for 8?) [S: Kir] 
10 4) qa it can cee rereT 
18 *) sere ( for War) [U] 
19 *) faretet ( for faerie ) 
22%) sraqerdt areitfreara, 
{258} 24 ¢ wteq ( for ereay) 


1 27°) [eleerre (for (et) erry 
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29°) we (for ge) [U] 
31 After 31°, ine.1919* 
After 31, ins. 1920* 
38 After 38°, ins, 1921* 
39 *) [el @ea ( for [sate ) 
°) [eal ftrermeny ( for gr 
Shot «) 


After 39”, ins. 1922* 
48 *) aqme ( for wen?) [ Ks] 
Adhy. 190 
19) ater ( for writer ) 
*) sqaren ( for save) [UJ 
8 *) [at] semweiterst ( for [2] fir 
r seateenfirt ) [U) 
9 {uJ 
12°) qéormare ( for eereraraTe ) 
Adby. 191 
6 “) fee (for ext) [U] 


7 

12 9) straraverny ( for “cheery ) 

13 4) greet areenft «(= 15*) 

14-16 Transp. 14” and 16”, and 
om. 15 

17 Transp, 17% and 19%, 

18) war (for eat) [$, Kes B, Vil 


Adhy. 192 
®) aqratea ( for eeuettee ) 
%) waerity (for [a] wrrag )[U] 
°) sartarna (for srertant?) [U] 
2 en (teem) 10 
5%) eet ( for gear) [Nia] 
y ommrrees x01 
*) eran ( for ear) 
21 After 21, ins, 1951* 
22 After 22, ins. 1953* 
26 *) evap: ( for wg: ) 
°) wrear: ( for eae: ) 
29 *) egargeraTTs, 


Adhy. 193 
3) [wDA ( for qt) (8, 


1 
3 


4 gat (for get) [Kos] 
10 After 10 ina. 1960* 
(with v. 1.) 
13 4 arty ( for aye) [Kes 8] 
14 *) qemare ( for sa ) 
16 ) Bremen (for wit ) 
[Si Kise] 


12 4) frareon ( for °t) {u] 
13% Ra See recty ort 
a[U 
15 4) qeremerrt sft 
19 9) sem ( for saeq) [U] 
a aioe (for aret 2” ) 
J 


U 
4 feda (fore) [SK 
(except Ke) Ni] 
23 °) wert ( for “a ) [U] 
{259} Adhy. 195 
5%) fra (for en) [U] 
84) (for } 
9) wang (for wa) [Kor Vi Gi] 
4) afweaftr ( for wPreqt ) [U] 
13 *) qrat ( for €rt) 
19 4) aed Bat ( for Mart) (Mee) 


3 few ( for frrffer) (0) 
After 23, ins, 1975* 
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419 qt (for wat) ($, Kus] 
4) waft frita (for sh ) 
UK (except Ki) Ny] 
50%) ad even wraet (U) 
Adhy. 159 
4) Om. (SK Nia] 
10 4) spent ( for sirfiee: ) 
(1S, K (except Ks) By Gi] 
14») quam (for qieg) [NB 
(except B, ) Ds ] 
15-16 Transp. 15% and 16% [U} 
19 *) wawa ( for ergy) 
21 5) a (for 4) 
Adby. 160 
39 a (fora) [fis Gi} 
12 4) aa (for wa) [U] 
13 *) Srpeterrenat { Ko, N,} | 
21°) sewetga: ( for °qer aft) 
30°) wen ( for wea ) 
32 4) Sef [ Kora Sia] 
Adhy. 161 
8) aaeqart ( for “alt ) 


17 9) dq ( for Seq) (U] 
19 ) (fore) (U3 


49 Om (Rial ee 
7% safrrancat a 
4) was (for mB) (Ris GI 
18 4) qirepery ( for waht ) 
(Biss Dy] 
Adby, 163 
17 4) frre: ( for warn) 
Adhy. 165 
10.) wagafted ( for “Rt ) 
135 


194) (for witfeary) 
ae ci tae 
22 9) 
) weave ( for get? ) 
35 9) sere ( for erger ) 
36) (for gems’ <gry) 


Ba 


$61 


38°) syemndt ( for wre”) [U] 
%) qeanpt ( for area?) [U} 
39°) favare After [Ns] 
{255} Adhy, 166 
20%) aera ( for gt ) 
34>) eeeeeiae: 
Adhy. 167 
10 After 10, ins. 1786* 
an) apes (es sepsis! 


21 *) ar arraftel ( for watt orefite) 
CR, Mes] 
Adhy. 168 
4°) weame( for det) (8, ] 
*) eerdt ( for maar) 
6°) famqed (for gre ) 
[i NGI 
8°) apie (for Cam) [Ns] 
10 *) eeenmanfir ( for Cstea® ) [U} 
14°) ey Be 8 ( for afeetsa) 
A petals eal al 
25°) wait: ( for ero: ) (8, ] 
4) Gre (for Mert) [U] 


Adhy. 169 
7°) afta (for mae) (Ki 
Nia Me] 
°) ane aw URE: 
8 *) wre (for wer) [Nh] 
9 ¢) aereran ( for “at ) 
15 *) wagit ( for vane) [ cf. Ny] 
18 *) adtarer: (for agerar) (Nis) 
19 *) seanmarty ( for afean? ) 
20 °°) [a] ewer (for Saat) 
(SKN) 

% ait ( for ara) [Ki iy] 
22°) safirn: gt ( for efter: ) 
23 *) renfés ( for aren?) CN] 
Adby. 170 

12 >) Pawenrg [8] 
17 After 17, ins. 1789* 
( with v. 1) 


19) wy ( for aa) [N) 
) wary ( for Gt ) 
¢) qyeererent Frerfee: 
219 aw (foram) [U] 


[ Corrupt J 
17 %) Beat ( for Ashe.) 8] 
23 *) wrerg ( for watt) 
Adhy. 172 
2% edwtgat ( for Meat) (ND 
6 *) waftem: ( for qfteer: ) 
8 *} grenmra ( for agai?) [U] 
9 *) em ( for wat) 
e 
) 
Adhy. 173 
2) ger aa aefin [7] 
After 2, ins. 1796* 
*) wert dere ( for get tr ge ) 
14 >) qatar ( for gq) 


4) rtd 
TAK Ria Ds? 
16 » Safer 
{256} 23 >) arasitfter: ( for era”) 
fu] 
*) Sarett ( for @ wea ) 


Adhy. 175 

2 4) wart ( for ery) 

3 *) & ( for ara) 

°) wbanftor ( for ma?) 
8 >) arent ( for aa” ) 
12 4) Rena pineal re 
14% (for arama) [ 
17%) sige ( for qe) [U3 
18 %) ofa ( for aw) 
19 4) way (for ag) (8.5) 


Adhy, 176 
6 *) fran ( for firtet ) 


99 Ca lemmed ( for a) 
10 4) es ie fo ene) 


{U 

“4 sey (sac eons 

After 14, ins. aS) 
15 4) fraparefiré ( for °gt 
16 > Tae ee oa Rem] 
18 *) 
21 4) bi aad 
24°) 

*) werge? { Corrupt } 

27 ‘) Here and in some places in 

the sequel ware? (for qraT@° ) 


Adby. 177 
5%) cueene (ex nehs) 
9°) gfem ( for gtr: 
11%) faw@n (for ax”) 
*) weet ( for greet ) 
12 9) arene ( for ear) 
15 *) dha ( for eet ) 
After 15, ins, 1815* 
16") Om. 
17°) aerate: ( for wer: ) 
18 After 18°, ins. 1818" 
( with v. 1. ) 
4) enfetiorr: (for ar? ) 
“) set ( for fixgt) 


Adhy. 178 
”) (w)e@ (for [fwlf&) [U] 
4) par pees ia 
*) eur (for we?) [U] 
*) 


gana (for gwia) (U] 
9% ey 
12 4) sefenongeren ( for °wrornfieen) 
16 9) farfereraton ( for fran” ) 
[ Kora My-s J 
4) eel & em oftrerafrer: [ N,] 
18 4) @ (fora) 
Adhy. 179 
119) Brg ( for at) 
19 4) Qfrer: ( for gee: ) [U] 
20°) [a] firwwtor (for [or] fee 
wr) (0) 


3 
5 
6 
i 
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4) age’ (form?) [U] | 29%) serearte (for wg?) [G4] 
15") wt ate : [U} 32) sapry ( for sate) [Kou] 
*) arrareg amt eter [U] 
16%) Sapte Ment [UV] Adhy. 225 
17 *) gar: ( for ee: ) 4% er (for dene) 
19) obaseq 4 qaienestrarreraers . US K (except Ke) Diy] 
[uv] *) gered ( for wrt Bet ) 
204) Om. 4 [U} [Si K (except Ky ) ] 
21%) Ona Wisk 7») srermap ( for tere: ) 
©) sitet ( for get) (UI 9) aid & erat 8 att are wel 
‘) erat (for wart) (U) @ [Corrupt ? ] 
22°) aeprerer erat 15 °) @ orgafiony ( for wan’ ) 
23 *) [el ft ( for [oi] fr ) [ Koos Ds] 
{262} 24 %) °% ere ( for “Ra ar) 16 ") area ( for server ) 
ES: Koa] 17 4) went am areeet [ Corrupt ] 
25 “) wa (for wet) 19 *) wat (foram) [U] 


VU. The Rama Episode (Ramopakhyana) and the Ramayana * 


SLUSzKIEWICz’s elaborate dissertation’ on the recensions of the Rama- 
yana has revived the interest in the question of the relationship between 
the Ramayana and the Rama Episode of the Mahabharata, a question 
which appears to have been first mooted by WEBER? WESER had contented 
himself with formulating the four logical alternatives: (1) the Ramopa- 
Khydna is the source of the Ram4yana; (2) the Ramopakhyana constitutes 
an epitome of the Ramayana, but of a Ramayana more primitive than the 
epic in its present form; (3) the Ramopakhyana represents an epitome of 
the Ram&yana, but an epitome modified somewhat by the compiler of the 
Episode himself ; and lastly; (4) the two poems are derived independently 
from a lost common source. The alternatives worked out by WEBER may 
be admitted ; but then logical possibilities, unfortunately, do not carry us 
very far in historical investigations. 

Jacosl, who has dealt with the question at great length in Das Rémd- 
yana, Geschichte und Inhalt (Bonn 1893), held firmly to the opinion that 
the Ramopikhyana was based on the Ramayana, on our Ramayana, on the 
Rama Epic as we have it—the episode forming a rather careless abridgment. 





* [A Volume of Studies in Indology presented to Prof. P. V. KANE, 472-87]. 

4 Evugeniusz Stuszxiewicz, Przyczynki do badok nad dziejami Redakeyi 
Rémayagy (Contributions & Vhistoire des recensions du Ramayana) =Polska Akade- 
tnia Umiejetnoéci Prace Komisji Orientalistycznej Nr. 30 (Krakow 1938), pp. 1-86. 

2 “Ueber das Ramayana”, Abhandlungen der Berliner Akad. der Wiss., Phil- 
hist. Klasae, 1870, 1-88 (see especially, p. 36f). Referred to by Jacopi, Das 
Raméyana, Geschichte und Inhalt, p. 71 £—Cf. also E. W. Hopxins, The Great 
Epic of India (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1920"), pp. 58 ff, 
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of Valmiki’s epic (op. cit. p. 70). In discussing the question he has drawn 
attention to certain passages in the RAmopakhyZna which presuppose 2 
knowledge of the RamAyana, and which would be indeed unintelligible if 
the reader did not know certain facts and circumstances which were detailed 
in the Epic but omitted in the Episode. This argument {473} seems to be 
not quite as sound as it appears at first sight; because, for the allusions 
in question, the compiler of the Episode might have been indebted to any 
other source or sources which likewise contained those explanatory allusions 
which happen to be omitted in the Episode. The allusions do not point 
unequivocally to any one single definite source. 

But Jacost did not of course base his case on this fact alone. He 
strengthened it from another side. He pointed out (op. cit. pp. 72 ff.) about 
a dozen passages which the Episode had in common with the Epic. These 
parallelisms carry naturally far greater weight than the allusions mentioned 
above, Exact verbal agreement between the works of two poets, even though 
they may be working on the same theme, are always suspicious, The 
human mind is not easily duplicated. Similar ideas may arise independ- 
ently : but the words in which they become clothed are still something per- 
sonal and characteristic, varying with each individual. 

Jacos attached special importance to one particular stanza in the 
Episode,—a veritable doggerel which, (according to Jacopr) was evidently 
a copy of the perfect Ram&yana stanza—once heard never forgotten :* 

p SR RCRA SPITZ i 
Rg Ss Were 


The Mbh. caricature of this stanza, according to JaconI, was : 


PAP ROLTERT FEAT | 
RSNA THT TUT. 

JAcozBi was of opinion that this stanza of inferior form proves borrow- 
ing because it is inferior. This unquestionably proved also, Jacosi argued, 
that the Episode is merely an epitome of our Ramayana. The argument 
is again not quite conclusive, and the point has been contested by HoPKINS. 
“A great poet,” says HOPKINS, “is more apt to take a weak verse and 
make it strong than is a copyist to ruin a verse already excellent” (Great 
Epic, p. 63). Whatever the merits of this latter contention, Jacost's con- 
clusion appears to be correct in the main, though his argument is certainly 
fallacious. Jacosi should have stopped short with the stanza. The Maha- 





1 Op, cit. p. 74: “ Sollte aber noch Jemand davon Zweifeln, 90 verweisen wir 
auf den schon oben p. 14 citierten Vers: sfgaram ca'mbaraprakhyam . . 
Dieser wirklich groesartige Vers, der einmal gehdrt nicht wieder vergessen wird, 
wird in Mbh folgendermassen wiedergegeben: Dagakandhara-rijasinvos . . 
Nach Inhalt und Form eine kligliche Umschreibung, die sich auf den ersten Blick 
als Nachahmung verrt,” 
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29 4) ar wafireett ( for firaftre® ) 
tu] ° 


Adhy. 198 
24 4) quite at aa 


Adhy. 199 

6 *) erat ( for weit) [U] 
9 qregget ( for wi? ) 
24%) awpet ( for a4 at) 

4) dete qeenta [U] 
25%4) Om. 
32°) a: ( for wae ) [U] 
37 *) eebareriire: (for Ssrerfire: ) 


3 9) sewn ( for arene) [U) 
5 4) sam ge ( for meron ) [UT 
8 ) & (for €) [ Bs G:] 
=) Om. 
224 


seh ( for arr) [U] 


6° Om. 
12 4) w firmer ( for eerere: ) 
Adhy, 204 
5 9) abana ( for wh?) [Nis D;J 
Adhy. 205 
8 4) [an ]ferereae ( for Sratft )(U) 
17 After 17°, ina. 2016* 
30 Om. with colophon 
Adhy. 206 
2 9) Arne ( for deena) [Ts Ge] 
7 4) saat ( for sewtt ) 
[$1 K (except Ky ) ] 
18 9 qerg( for wrt) 
199 Ca} fegffger (for (89°) 


25) & (form) (U] 
28) 488 (foraw®) (U] 
Adhy. 207 
34 


earafter afro, 
(2 Sg 


13 4) aongé ( for sorat ) here and in 
the sequel 
18%) syqer weet mrapee (U] 
19 *) ca srawat ( for Whak sent ) 
20°) weg aa ey 
9) seenett ( for searett) [$:} 
iB) one ie, Ses Sm) 
Adby. 208 
4) seam ( for “weet ) 
* ever Se theeee) 
2 ware ) 
or STUNT 
8 *) (ue) ageraqerra ( for Coaetory ) 
Adhy. 209 
20 4) yenareng atet 
24°) (ford?) [U] 
Adby. 210 
5 4) wat ( for mt) [KN Va] 


19 9) ara ( for at) (U] 
Adhy. 211 
10 *) wa ( for wegx) 
13.) arerga (for “gt ) 
24} fear ( for were) [U] 
Adby. 212 
8) ssrepuibe (for enemas) 
12 *} enters: ( for eat om ) 
19 4) gge ( for age) 
31 4) wegtr eee: 
Adhy. 213 
6 9 ae (for gf) 
12 4) wg: (for wer} 
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13 /) emer: ( for enfirere, ) 

14% Om. 

ye Om. [$, Ki} 

175 

19 *) wftrana ( for aftr ) [U] 
26 4) errr: ( for Sart ) 

28 °) aneit ( for fire ) 


32-33 Om. 

38 >) greitgeit ( for waterait ) 

42 9) Reni { Corrupt ] 
4 {uj 


45 *) exereprrey ( for area ) 
After 45, ins. 2087* 
49°) anfronefiné { for arasme° ) 
4) dard oft are 
51 4) sera ( for ae) 
57 /) aurat a metre 
After 57, ins, 2097* 
68 *) earararrreregary [ Br.s } 
Adhy, 214 
3%) pa ie Ey 
8°) qrak ( for fam: ) (U] 
20%) ear ‘(for for BB) {Diz} 
30 9 meron (U1 
31°) eftearant: ( for gen? ) 
32”) sqrt & ( for armani) [U] 


Adhy. 215 
34) Caleta (for [ a }eex) [U} 
9 >) Streit [t fac] sendie 
[Kya §: Die] 
R4 ir laa tl 


154) rs oat (for site Ha) (U] 


{261} Adhy. 216 
aera seer ) 
Dy 
1 > gee £95 DD 

13) fayereqewen: 

16 sateen 

17 4) wa: (for [Sista ) 
28 *) gate ( for stare) 


64 ( for arEt) 
2) alien 
Adhy. 218 
6 °) @ faving ( for A” ) 
10 §) erent: 
14 *) fret ( for Rraeit) [Kosa] 
15 >) [odagrag( for [sl war) 
18°) aster’ [U) 
22°) extranet feet [Kou] 
°) faeeraten? ( for Peeve?) (U} 
23") qwarfire: (for wy’) [U) 
27 *) geltwa: ( for aetna: ) 
(Ki Vi) 
wie ea. 
38 °) aera ( for 
4) aqetterrerra ( for Cverart ) 
Adhy, 219 
4%) [ea] feraerey ( for sree: ) 
17“) qa? ( for Sm? ) 
Adhy. 220 
4° faut at ( for rama) [V1 
22 *) eateterat ( for Rarat ) 
31. 4) fared ( for Pract ) 
Adhy. 221 
3 9) defies ( for eeftvrn) [U} 
14 4) aaat ( for gat) (U] 
19 *) wee ( for Brae) 
Adhy. 223 
9 4) (alemmatttrd? ( for 
afte?) (0) 
10 4) qreeifafie: ( for For ) ($, Ki] * 
11 }) aye ( for set) [Ks] 
14°) ergar ( for fra) [U] 
Adhy. 224 
1 9 derg (for [aleftety ) £83 
10 4 «(for g) 
9) eanberm eer 
*) 9 eater ( for teak ) 
13 9) qent ( for aay ) 
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bhZrata stanza appears to be—and very probably is—a weak [474] imita- 
tion of the Ramayana stanza. The fallacy lies in the extension that the 
Ramopikhydna is therefore a weak imitation of the RamAyana. The rela- 
tion between the two stanzas does not necessarily prove anything about the 
Telationship between the Ramayana and the Ramopdkhyana as wholes. 

WINTERNiTZ? hag already warned us that each stanza of the Mbh, must 
be judged on its own merits—it may be added, when we went to use the 
stanza for historical and comparative purposes. We could not find a better 
example of this dictum than the stanza on which Jacost has relied for 
establishing the posteriority of the RAmop&khy’na. The stanza has an 
intricate history. Though found in al! our old printed editions, the MS. 
support for it is surprisingly meagre. Of the two lines comprising the stanza, 
the second was found only in Bengali MSS. in addition to some stray Nagari 
MSS. ; but the first line is itself known in two variant versions! The form 
known to and cited by JAcosI, namely, 


PAN TEATS | 


alternates with another : 


ae: gage qe careTeniier | 

which appears to be an attempt at remedying the awkwardness of the for- 
mer, which was the subject of Jacosi’s strictures.? Both lines are however 
completely missing in KaSmiti and Southern MSS. (besides many old Nagar 
MSS.)! This fact leaves no room now for doubting that the stanza in 
question is but a very late addition to the Great Epic. It can therefore 
naturally prove nothing whatsoever about the age or the character of the 
original Episode to which it has been secondarily appended by a recent 
interpolator. All disquisitions based on this stanza from the Ramop&khyana 
have consequently become futile. We must look for other criteria. 

This only shows how very precarious are the conclusions that are based 
on the Vulgate text of the Mbh. And it is very remarkable that many of 
those very passages that have been used in the past for' literary-historical 
purposes have turned out to be unhappily but also unquestionably spurious.‘ 





1 History of Indian Literature (Calcutta 1927), p. 469: “the date of each 
section, nay sometimes of each single verse, must be determined separately,. . ." 

2 Op. cit. p. 74, Cf. footnote on p. 473 above [= 388}. 

3 For instance, in the fragmentary Devaniigati MS. of the Aranyakaparvan 
belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, Bhau Daji Collection, 
No, 245, 

4 I cannot givd a better instance than that of a passage which was cited by 
H, Ovpennenc to illustrate his Akhyana theory. It is well known that OLDENBERG 
alwaya maintained that the oldest form of epic poetry in India wad a mixture of 
Prose and verse, the speeches being in verses, while the events were narrated in 
Pose. In thia connection he drew attention to the story of Sibi in the Vanaparvan 
(adhy, 199 of the Bombay ed.). ‘This adhyaya which Oxpenpenc (Dos Maho- 
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{475} However the fact that one patticular stanza cited by Jacost has 
tumed out to be unauthentic does not affect his general conclusion about 
the relationship between the Ramopakhyfina and the Ram’yana which, in 
my opinion, is quite well-founded and can be supported on other grounds. 


As far aa I can judge, the minute differences in the details of the story, 
which have been pointed out and exaggerated by some critics of Jacosr's 
theory, tell us nothing whatsoever about the matter which is the subject of 
discussion. The verbal agreements have, on the other hand, an unusually 
gteat probative force. To strengthen the case of Jacosi, we need therefore 
a large number of agreements. 1 hati this fact in mind when I was studying 
the Ramopakhyana for my edition of Vanaparvan or—to give it its correct 
name—Aranyakaparvan. 


Jacost had found just twelve concordances. They are obviously too few. 
But their actual number should be very much greater, even if we exclude 
the epic iterate and standing phrases, which are the common heritage of the 
epic bards and which have been listed separately by HorKINs in an Appendix 
to his Great Epic. It would be premature, it seems to me, to discuss the 
question which of the existing versions of the Ramayana our Episode stands 
closest to, That question can be taken up only when we have a really criti- 
cali edition of the Ramayana, which is promised by my friend and colleague 
Professor RaGHU Vira of Lahore from his Intemational Academy of Indian 
Culture. In the meantime, I shall just register the concordances which ! 
have been able to find, irrespective of the versions of the Ramayana to 
which they may belong? A scholar who knows his Ramayana better 
than I do would naturally be able to handle the question with more com- 
{476}petence and find more concordances. But in the absence of such an 
exhaustive study by a savant who has mastered both the poems, the follow- 
ing table which I have prepared may be found useful. I have consulted 
only the Bombay edition (published in 1888 by the Nimaya Sagar Press) 
and GOoRRESIO’s edition (1843-1867). Of the latter edition, moreover, the 
last volume (Uttarakamda) was not available to me and therefore could 
not be utilized. 


bharata, p. 73) regarded as a survival from the oldest form of our great epic can 
now on manuscript authority be proved to be one of the latest interpolations in 
the epic. We are not concemed with the date of this passage, The passage may 
be of hoary antiquity~—though I doubt it personally—, but it certainly never formed 
a part of the oldest strata of the Mahabharata : that much we can now eay with 
confidence. One sees how even a scholar like OLDENBERG can make abysmal 
blunders in the estimation of the age and character of passages of the Mahabharata. 

1 I must acknowledge here the help I have received from Mr. M. V. Vaya, 
M.A, and Pandit KRISHNAMURTI SasTRI, two of my assistants in the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute, in tracing out and identifying the parallel passages 
listed below, 
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Concordance of Parallel Passages in the Mbh. (Ramopakhyana) 
and the Ramayana." 


Mbh. Arapyakaparvan Ramayanz, Bombay Ed. (=B.) 
(Ramopikhyana), Crit. Ed. (G. = Gorresxo’s Ed.) 
(B. = Bombay Ed.) 
(1) 258. 2 B. 1. 1. 83% 
(B, 274. 2¢) (G. 1. 1, 584) 
en TN FATT, Di ven weg 
(G, like Mbh., gat m1 9°.) 
(2) 258. 4° B. 3, 34. 2 
(B. 274. 4°) (G. 3. 38, 2%) 
feta: fener: 


fer: ferrea: 
(G, like Mbb., féaftir: (&°,) 
B, 5, 42. 34°: 43. 9%; 


6. 41. 77°; etc, 
(3) 258. 5* (G. 5, 38. 315; 6. 16. 
(B. 274, 54) 79° ; etc., etc.) 
amenftewin: Tareafgertta: 
(4) 258. 9 B. 3. 50. 267 
(B. 274, 94) (G. 4, 49, 242) 
arrer aft freer, aver aftdt fanz, 
(5) 259. 13 B. 1. 18. 25e 
(B. 275, 13°") 
aa Rafiq: qe: ad Wefee: qu: 
at quite: | a4 Sree on: | 
{477} (6) 259. 30 B. 7. 10. 30.310 
(B. 275. 30) (G. 7. 10. 30) 
TeV TATA eTSTLY 
aredt F afta wi aa afraae: 
wafer srerery, afters ot reat 
rere xfrng % u [J] aerating 
(G, like Mbh., transp. meqet and 
tants arr ) 


+ Stanzas identified by Jacosr have been marked in the list with “J”: thus 
(J]. A few of the other passages have been noted by SLuszkiewicz also, and hav 
been marked with “S” in the list. Stuszkwicz’s arrangement seemed to me 
rather complicated and confusing. From his various lists it is difficult to eatimat: 
the actual range and extent of the similarities. 


(7) 258, 31 
(B. 275. 31) 
were & 
arerenrrftrerente § 
aradl wit gfe 
oret wafer & ut [JS] 
(CB tee for wa and eat 
for aa.) 
(8) (259. 36%) 
(B. 275. 36") 
‘Prefreneg wateat 
wat weATAETEL 
(B anling® for wrg’.) 
(9) 260. 7 
(B. 276, 74) 
SrreTerhereary 
(10) 261. 6 
(B, 277. 6) 
arama f& xen: (S] 
(11) (261. 94) 
(B. 277. 9°) 
rear ery, 
(12) (261. 15°) 
(B. 277. 15*) 
erarg: afrrat & 


(13) 261, 176 
(B. 277. 174) 
wreftfiwent tet. 
aat walt ght 1 (S] 
(B RG for Tet. ) 
{478} (24) 261. 18% 
(B, 277. 18) 
gam ag Seer 
wer: gitshitea® | 


EPIC STUDIES 


B. 7. 10. 34e%.355 
(G. 7. 10. 34) 


woman & 
arrerearrferererreet | 
aradt ora’ gf. 
ret eerfir 8 
(G, like Mbh., ‘ptt for “ara, 
and #a& for sraé. ) 
B. 7. 10, 6% 


ferfreorey, water 
fret wafqe: gfe: 1 


G. 1. 20, 14” 
srren wari: 
G. 1. 19. 28 


aera ft san: 

B. 2, 3. 280 

(G. 2, 2. 134) 
FGRRGRTRET 

B. 1. 8 14 [ef. 1. 8. Ile; 12. 3¢) 

(G. 1, 11, 18) 

tare: dfirerat 2 

(G @ for 3, ) 


G. 2, 7, 3% 
arreftfrreat wary 
RE after | 


B. 2. 8. 9 
(G. 2. 7. 406) 
gen fis Seen 
eT: Gases | 
(G @ueat gent a and 
“freq’ for herd. ) 
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(35) 261, 2208 
(B. 277. 2264) 


werell qrerat sitet 


aeq: Grea Reerna: [JS] 


(16) 1245* (line 1) 

(B. 277. 24°) 
afveat awastsfta [S] 

(17) 261. 25 

(B. 277. 260) 
anfirgatis wR 
aantgesfvers | [S] 

(18) 261. 25¢ 

(B. 277. 274) 

wi Teg Uwe: 
(19) 261. 33" 

(B. 277, 34°) 
reat : rere 
aft ct gaia? i (S] 

(20) 261. 39¢ 

(B. 277. 40*) 

ere HAR 
(21) 261, 40° 

(B. 277. 41°) 

wet aiteredt wary, 
(22) 261. 42e¢ 

(B. 277, 4304) 
wgte agenih 
wart gf wang i 
(B weara for 72°. ) 

{479} (23) 262. 3% 

(B. 278. 3+) 

situate gt or [JS] 
(24) 262, 12°. 
(B. 278, 13+) 


rere «ag 
26 


B. 2. 10. 33% 
(G. 2. 9, Lie) 

wreit weqat ar 

wor: Gt aT figqerery | 


(CG erweit qerat Sts and aq: 


for qq: ) 


G, 2. 9, 13¢ 
gfe wrntsits 


G, 2. 12, 36 
enteirates xed 
warlgyeterd | 

B. & 33, 21¢ 

(G. 5. 32. 154) 


at rea OTT: 


G. 2. 76. 74 
Fe arracent ate 
anfted awe cea | 
B. 3. 5. 206 
(G3. 9 154) 
TET fe 
B. 3, 64, 3 
(G. 3, 68. 30°) 
ade aiteradt eat 
B. 5. 37. 16% 
(G. 5. 35, 178) 
agte aewrft 
aererat wert 7: 1 


B. 3, 35, 41% 


etek gee caesgal Teta 
B. 3. 40. 20*, 22° 
(G. 3 44. 18) 


wTSe T SEES 


(25) 262, 22% 


(B. 278, 23%) 


or ht cat 


qpaertere € 1 [JS] 


(26) 262, 27¢ 
{B. 278, 28°) 
fates er gerry, 

(27) 262. 30° 
(B. 278, 32") 


araeiy aerate [JS] 


(28) 262, 33¢¢ 
(B. 278. 3567) 


aH Oe get ar 


wm Gt werd: | (J) 


(29) 263. 8° 
(B, 279, 94) 
at aad firfteet 
am Armee t 
(30) 263. 11° 
(B. 279. 14°) 
a TRG 
(31) 263, 22%, 
(B. 279, 25°) 


(B° mm, ) 
{490} (32) 263. 39° 
(B. 279. 43°) 


wry ot eet 

(33) 263 40% 
(B. 279. 44%) 

SRST TET 


B. 3. 44. 240 
(G. 3. 50. 22%) 


or Aa wenite 
ages AUTERTA 


(Gg ape gia Ta ae ) 


G. 3. 51. 41 


sfttrd gener 
B. 3. 46. 9° 
(G. 3, 52. 14°) 
are were 
(G “eat af for “ein, ) 
B. 3. 47. 29%; 48, 10¢ 
(G. 3. 53. 35°; 54, 14") 


OR aM ATT 
(B and G both second time 
wm Tt REN. ) 
ae ar eget 
(B second time egy ara aft spn; 
G second time egy ar mara. ) 
B. 3. 54, 1s# 
(G, 3. 60. 5¢#) 
weet Petter, 
ar eer T 
B. 3. 57. 16% 
(G. 3. 64, 184; 66, 24) 
ae aerated 
B. 3. 60. 7 


fanfrargetreza, 


B. 3. 71, 2i¢ 
(G. & 75, 37*) 
wet gor are 
(G, like Mbh., diem for ari, ) 


G. 3. 79. 40" 
Feereengsi 
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(34) 263. 420 
(B. 279, 45°) 
aren quire- 
apt: afi: eet [J] 
( Brad am for deer. ) 


(36) 264, 2¢ 
(B. 280, 2*) 
se Foren frary, 
(36) 264. 236 
(B. 280, 234) 
Hoan frfiedte 
wahatrerrs: | 
(B fafteanfe, ) 
(37) 264. 278 
(B, 280, 274) 
mr rma at ge: [S] 
(38) 264. 32¢ 
{B. 280. 32#) 
qhrenfie flag 
(39) 264, Base 
(B. 280. 349) 
& aren om a: 
gyi weaw | 


(40) 264. 37% 
(B. 280. 37%) 


rerrwst freer, 


{481} (41) 264, 42% 
(B. 280. 42) 
araeititqunftefy 
(42) 264, 55% 
(B. 280. 56>) 
saftood? arer Brandt 
we werager: 1 [S] 


B. 3. 72, 12 
(G. 3, 76. 36%) 
FPreeenerrrtre- 
watt: eg eft 1 
(.G aftrrrett asitqergtf : 
ofa: amt) 
B, 4. 30. 6¢ 
(G. 4, 29, 54) 
amen areren frera, 
B, 4. 50. 6 
(G. 4. 50. 69) 


deaae felicia 
CTSA | 
(G fafraia, and arewanre: ) 


G, 4. 15. 21° 
B Se AA Tt: 
B. 6. 90. 374 
«G. 6 70, 114) 
gfrerits fag 
B. 4. 12, 4308 
{G. 4, 12, 4766) 
a &o gga stare 
ST SSE | 
(G, like Mbh., tq: for sitet, 
and area for eer, ) 
B. 4. 48, 20¢ 
(G. 4. 48. 22¢) 


aware rT, 


nen 
amreet erent 


B. 5. 37: 120 
(G. 5. 35, 13%) 


afro} emt Tranft 
Rearqerergrrr: + 
(G Sweht for Awe 


(56) 267, 44e¢ 
(B. 283. 44°) 

meritrttiverre- 
reat erertorrrez | 


(57) 267. 46% 
(B. 283. 464) 


agit: afWe: ay 


(58) 267. 49° 
(B. 283. 49°) 


[ 8] safeafietreory, 
(59) 267. 52% 
(B. 283. 52%) 


aed goat 
(_B aPast for aga. ) 


(60) 268. 10° 
(B. 284, 10°) 


aire eat rere Tey, 


(61) 268. 11. 
(B, 284. 11.) 


REET 
RATTAN OHI 
ferererrafer 
ere arate 


{484} (62) 268. 15+ 
(B, 284, 154) 
water at agra 
(8 agente ) 
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B. 6, 22, 720 
(G. 5. 95. 125%) 
quritoerfireftct 


(G, like Mbh., amrg seitsrt 
for mm”. ) 


B. 6. 16. 17*; 17. 7 
(G. 5. 88. 14¢; 89. 3°) 
ag: ae Tae: 
(G first time aya: ag [like 
Mbh.}, and second time qf: 
arg for ag a’, ) 


B. 6. 19. 26° 
(G. 5. 92. 34) 


wraheatetor, 


B. 6. 25. 9%, 26% 
{G. 6. 1. 12¢, 364) 


aaa grarett 


B. 6. 41. 78¢ 
(G. 6. 16, 80) 


aan eat wert eet: 


B. 5. 21. 11 
(G. 5. 23, 9) 
PORTE 
TARA BH | 
aaah frneatin 
Tent earaft a 1 
( G wetey for emery; and gazar 
fereuafea Sara an’. ) 


B. 6, 41, 79 

(G. 6, 16, 81°) 
warts eat eqrared 
(G ee gen aa’. ) 


(68) 268. 16 

(B. 284. 164) 
orrmaftet St 

waite Fre: alk 


(64) 268, 174 
(B. 284. 178) 
weet: Shas: 
(65) 268. 188 
(B, 284. 185) 
qent wriren : 
(66) 268. 36° 
(B. 284. 37°) 
wehbe drat 
(67) 270, 13¢ 
(B. 286. 13¢) 
werraftatg: 
(68) 270. 14¢ 
{B, 286. 14¢) 
CAPRA : 
(69) 270. 17 
(B. 286, 17°) 
goiter fran: 
(70) 271. 4 
(B, 287. 54) 
RUA APT, 
(71) 271, 216 
(B. 287, 230) 
wt: Quge gE- 
mraagiartony | 


‘AB85} (72) 272. 19% 
(B. 288, 12%) 


am: gen vd ott 
ret ange: 
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:t{JS) 


B. 6. 41. 67% 
(G. 6. 16. 68°) 
sarees Sts 
weiter Parfait: aft: 
(G ea for eaifer. ) 
B. 6. 26. & 
(G. 5. 47, 36%) 
wr: Shaafese : 
B. 6. 41. a4¢ 
(G. 6. 16. 864) 


ene writen : 


G. 6. 65. 22° 
aeteter drat 

B. 6. 52, 304 

(G. 6. 28. 324) 
B. 6, 52. 30%, 32% 
AG. 6, 28, 32%, 34%) 
RTPRTENAS : 

B. 6. 52. 374 

(G. 6 28. 40°) 
wate frrsa: 

B. 6. 67. 964 

AG. 6, 46, 794) 
FRITS TERI 


B, 3, 25, 34% 
(G. 3, 31. 44%; 6. 18. 23°) 


omrnge Fe 
age tare) 
(G first time dtq® G second time 
aadigregd age a4" ) 
B. 6 68. 6 
(G. 6. 47. 2) 
arn fated Gee 
gee aEST | 
(a gga fa? for gem AR? ) 


(73) 272. 26% 
(B. 288. 264) 


wnt ase 


(74) 273. & 
(B. 289. 54) 


erent fiter: 


(75) 273, 20 
(B. 289, 20°) 


eer: satwegfie: 
(76) 273. 204 

(B, 289. 204) 

eremrehtearry, 


(77) 274. 54 
(B. 290. 5) 
UO TTRT : 
( B aereanfira: ) 
(78) 274. 128 
(B. 290. 12¢) 
arate: operate : 
(79) 1298", 1299* 
(B. 290, 19°-208) 
qerprecenTarat- 
RT FETA | 
weea TTT 
eats Tee tt 


B. 6. 44. 364; 45. 13+; 46. 1¢ etc, 
(G. 6 19. 54; 20. 13%; 20. 18, 
298 etc.) 


wad uareqech 


G. 6, 24, 42¢ 
seen faite: 


G. 6. 70, 19% 
gait: staqféea: 

B. 6. 88. 41° 

(G. 6, 68. 5%) 
SRP ARTA, 


B. 6. 9, 324; 97. 2#; 100, 10°; 
“102. 24, 27%; etc. (G. 6, 80. 10) 
Tent Ta: 
(B agerfig: in 97. 2¢ and ff.) 
B. 6. 112. 5 
(G. 6. 97. 6) 
ares : enmareft : 
B. 6. 107, 51¢-52% 


SRE STTRRT- 
arat apriters, | 
TROON 
urerrerat ite 


(MSS. v. 1. for the first line 


We: SES Te TTA | ) 


(80) 274. 21¢ 
(B. 290. 23?) 


rant fafirerit = 

{486} (81) 275. 254 
(B: 291. 26) 
‘qreret RURAAA, 


B. 6. 103. 2° 
(G. 6. 88. 35°) 


wart: fafa 
G. 1.4. 72 


wert agrerat 
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(82) 275, 33 B. 7. 26, 55°.56 
(B. 291. 34) 
fe revit wer wert STAT 
feeaararefe gy aahreafe attest 
erarey wete at 5 Ba a 
KGS: atsarga u [S] redraficn ean 
(_B qt for %&. ) 
(83) 275. 48¢ B. 6. 100. 564 
(B. 291. 50°) (G. 6. 81. 22%; 212. 1024) 
arry, aftrtiteate ray, afrafteattr 
(84) 275, Base B. 6, 122. 260 
(B. 291. 536) (G. 6. 107. 25%) 
gerbe faenka ee frat 
Sater firemen | (S] cages aren t 
(G Sater Barta sats Ret. ) 
(85) 275. 65¢ B. 1. 7. 4¢ 
(B. 291. 66°) (G1. 7. Le: 2. 69. 2°) 
aiee carta aftrst arttast 
(Gata ) 
(86) 275. eg B. 6. 128. 95 
(B. 293. 70°) (G. 6. 113, 10) 
weeattarnss aerate 
areara Rast | areata irony 1 
(G [like Mbh.) srgeara, for 
aqNFT, ) 


This cannot be considered as an exhaustive list? In fact I must 
frankly confess that my study of the Ramé&yana has been rather [487] per- 
functory, and moreover it is difficult to identify passages in a work like the 
Ramyana' in the absence of a verse-index. A closer study of the Epic and 
Episode, I am confident, would result in the tracing of many more parallelisms 
in diction and phraseology. I must here add that I have intentionally ex- 





2 In the above list Nos. 5, 8 23, 31, 79 and 82 were traceable to the Bombay 
ed. only ; Nos, 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, 19, 26, 33, 37, 41, 44, 53, 66, 74, 75 and 81 were 
traceable to GorREsIo’s edition only ; while the remaining 64 are common to the 
two editions of the Ramayana.—En passant 1 may add that even from these figures 
ome can see that text of Gorresio’s edition is nearer to the Critical Edition of the 
Ramopakhyéina than that of the Bombay Edition of the Raméyaya, a conclusion 
which is confirmed the numerous agreements in individual readings between 
Gorresio and our ig a8 against the tradition represented by the Bombay text, 
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cluded such passages as show merely parallelisms in ideas, and I have strictly 
confined myself to exact verbal similarities. The greater the number of such 
verbal similarities the weaker becomes the case for HOPKINS. He, relying 
on the many minor differences in detail, argues that the fact that the subject- 
matter of the Epic and the Episode is treated differently in several particulars 
“points to different workings-over of older matter rather than to copying or 
condensing” (HOPKINS, op. cit. p. 63). HOPKINS loses sight of the fact that 
differences like those pointed out by him do not prove anything in such cases. 
Differences ard natural and may be expected; nay, they could scarcely be 
avoided—as far as I can judge—when one is condensing a work of about 
26,000 stanzas. But agreements in the bulk can never be casual or acci- 
dental ; they show invariably identity of source. And the source, as already 
pointed out by Jacos!,? was not a manuscript of the Ramayana, but a memo- 
rized version of it, current in the time of the adapter and in his locality. Then, 
T expect, the compilers of such works could hardly avoid the influence from 
oral tradition which existed then. In this restricted sense we mwst under- 
stand the statement that the Ramopakhyana is an epitome of our Raméyana, 
a fact which we may regard as established on account of the numerous verbal 
agreements which have been shown to exist between the two poems,? 


2 ). cit, p, T2. 
® Pe ee on the relationship between the plaksiirate. Sod the Reed 
may peper entitled “The Nala Episode and th e Ramayana” in A Volume 


yape, see my 
of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F. W. Thomas, pp. 300 ff, 


ARJUNAMISRA * 


A commentator of the Mahabharata who has suffered undeserved neglect 
at the hands of scholars and publishers alike is Arjunamisra. Not only is 
Arjuna’s commentary better than that of Nilakanytha, his text also is supe- 
rior, in many respects, to that used or fixed by the Western commentator. 
And yet Arjuna’s Dipiké has never been published in its entirety? and, being 
difficult of access, is seldom consulted by scholars. HOLTZMANN has devoted 
@ paragraph to him in his compendious work Das Mahabharata, Vol. 3, pp. 
67 ff., but WINTERNITZ does not mention him even once in the 130 pages he 
devotes to the Mahabharata in his Geschichte. He is referred to en passant 
by BrockHaus, ZDMG, 6. 528; by TELANG, Bhagavadgité Translation ; by 
Rajendralal Mitra, Notices, Vols. 5 and 6; and in some other manuscripts 
catalogues. 

The version of Arjunamikra, as I pointed out in the Foreword (p. v) 
to the first fascicule of the critical edition of the Mahabharata (1927), is 
closely allied to the Bengali version. The simple reason for this affinity, 
not known to me then, is apparently that Arjunamiéra was a native of Bengal, 
to judge from the extracts from the colophons of his commentary recently 
published by Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasada SHASTRI in the Descriptive 
Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts of the Astatic Society of Bengal, Vol. 5 
(1928). 

The few facts about ArjunamiSra and his commentary that I have been 
able to glean from the various available sources may be briefly summarized 
thus. The name of his commentary is variously given as (Mahd-) bharatar- 
tha- {$66} (pra)dipika and Bharatasamgrahadipika. The commentaries on 
the different Parvans have been handed down singly or in groups of a few 
Parvans at a time. Complete manuscripts of the commentary exist in Bengal, 
but even there they are not common. The manuscripts, which are written 
in Bengali and Devanagari characters, bear various dates in the seventeenth 
or later centuries : the earliest hitherto reported date is Sarhvat 1676 (ca, 
AD. 1620). 

Arjunamiéra, who styles himself Bharatacarya in the colophons of the 
manuscripts of his commentary, was the son of [&na, who was a “ reciter” 
(patheka or pathakaraja) of the Mahabharata and who appears to have, 
like his son, borne the title Bharatacirya. Arjuna is cited by name, by 


* (Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, pp, 565-568.) 
2 The commentary on the Virataparvan and the Udyogaparvan has been 
Published by the Gujarati Printing Press, Bombay. 
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Nilakantha once in his commentary on the Mahabharata (ad 3, 291. 70) and 
is, therefore, certainly anterior to Nilakaytha, who belongs to the third 
quarter of the seventeenth century He in turn mentions among his 
predecessors the commentators Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Sandilya, Sarvaifia- 
Narayana, and he appears to have based his scholium closely on that of 
Devabodha. He wrote also a commentary on the well-known Vedic hymn 
Purusasiikta, to which he himself refers in the Dipik@ on Mbh. 14. 25. 26. 
TELANG (op, cit. p. 204) surmises that he is posterior to Gamkara, and 
HOLTZMANN assigns him to the thirteenth or fourteenth century : both with- 
out adducing any cogent reasons for their assumptions. Arjuna regarded 
and has treated the Harivaméa as an integral part of the Great Epic, elabo- 
tately defending this position: his commentary, therefore, embraces the 
supplement Harivaméa also, 

Arjunamiéra lived in North India, in a town or village on the banks of 
the Ganges and, according to his own statement, compiled the great commen- 
tary on the Mahabharata under the patronage of one Satyakhana. [567] Re- 
lying on one Bengal Asiatic Society’s manuscript examined by him, Hara- 
prasada SHASTRI asserts that Arjuna was a Varendra Brahman of North 
Bengal. The Mahamahopadhyaya may indeed be right in this, but I am 
not wholly convinced. I find it a suspicious circumstance that this word 
Varendra occurs only in one place in one manuscript (No. 3422), while it is 
conspicuous by its absence in the others which contain a similar colophon. 
There is, however, another word which is often repeated in these colophons but 
not discussed by the Mahamahopadhyaya and which I think also contains a 
place-name. The word is spelt in the colophons variously as Campahet/t)iya, 
Campahethi, Campihetika. It is used there as an attribute of Kuba, I take 
the reference to mean that Arjunamiéra’s family (kula) belonged to a town 
or village, called Campahet(t)i. Could this place be identified with cer- 
tainty, we should have a very definite clue as to Arjunamiéra’s provenance. 
T am tempted to identify it with Campah4ti mentioned in the Imperial Gazet- 
teer of India (1885) as a “ small village....15 miles south-west of Calcutta, 
in the district of the Twenty-four Parganas, Bengal" ; but owing partly to 
the erratic manner in which proper names are spelt in the Imperial Gazel- 
teer and partly to the lack of sufficient data as to the situation of the place 
in question, the identification proposed above is necessarily uncertain, 

Following the example of my predecessors, I have utilized Devanagari 
manuscripts of the commentary of Arjunamiéra and treated his version as a 
sub-division of the Devanagari version. The two Devanagari manuscripts 
Iam using for my edition of the Adiparvan are extremely corrupt. In fact 
all the manuscripts I have consulted—and they are all Nagari manuscripts 
—have been surprisingly corrupt. Not only that, the text they contain is 


Printz, KZ, 44, 70 ff. 
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obviously contaminated from the vulgate text, as evidenced [568] by the 
glaring discrepancies that exist between the readings of the text and the 
lemmata in the commentary. This cormption of the Devanagari manus- 
cripts I could not understand at first, but is, I cannot but think now, due 
to their being copies of Bengali originals. It would, therefore, be expedient 
to secure and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arju- 
namigra’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengali 
version. Arjunamiégra certainly seems to belong to the Eastern school of 
Mahabharata commentators. 


THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA * 


There must be indeed very few Sanskritists who have read the justly 
popular Nala-Damayanti episode of the Mahabhfrata and not felt disposed 
to echo the sentiments of A. W. V. SCHLEGEL that the poem “can hardly be 
surpassed in pathos and ethos, in’ the enthralling force and tenderness of the 
sentiments.” It is without doubt one of the most beautiful love stories of the 
world, striking on account of the simplicity of its style and the beauty of its 
imagery. Owing to its innate attractiveness and transparent lucidity, it has 
been the custom, since a long time, at almost all Western Universities, to 
begin the study of Sanskrit with the reading of this romantic little poem, for 
which purpose it is no doubt excellently suited. Its popularity may be judged 
from the fact that it has been translated not only into English, French and 
German, but also into Italian, Swedish, Czech, Polish, Russian, Greek and 
Hungarian among the European languages. Every province of India can 
of course boast of its own version of this superb little epopee. 


Regarded as an integral part of the Mahabhirata,® the episode is a pal- 
pable “interpolation”, impending annoyingly the march of the epic story, 
and is forced upon the reader of the Epic in the most barefaced manner. 
During the exile of the Pandavas they receive a casual visit from a peripatetic 
sage called Brhadasva. Yudhisthira—as is usual with him—complains to 
him of the misfortune which has overtaken him and his family, and asks the 
sage whether there has ever been a more unfortunate king than himself. 
Thereupon Brhadagva forthwith relates the Nala story, in 27 adhyayas, com- 
prising something like 1100 stanzas or 2200 lines. There could be no clearer 
instance of deliberate interpolation, introduced with a coolness difficult to 
match, Yet we are really intensely grateful at heart in this case, as in the 
case of the Savitri episode—the two immortal stories that are known and 
loved throughout the length and breadth of India—that some meddlesome 
interpolator had the courage to interrupt deliberately the smooth flow of the 
epic narrative with these beautiful digressions and thus saved them {295} 
from falling a prey to the ravages of Time. And so with a number of other 


* {A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F. W. THOMAS, C.LE., 
294-308.) 

1 Cited by Winrernitz, A History of Indian Literature, Vol. 1 (Calcutta, 
1927), p. 382, referring to Indische Bibliothek, ¥, 98 f. 

2 WINTERNITZ, op. cit., p. 238 n. 

* Aranyakaparvan, adhy. 53-79 (Bombay edition). In the Critical Edition 
these adhyayas have been tentatively numbered 50-78. The abbreviation “B.” in 
the references means the Bombay ed. of the Mahabharata. 


THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA 407 


interpolations in the Great Epic. Many of them richly deserved to be " inter- 
Polated ” in this Golden Treasury of the Myths and Legends of India. 

Not only has the Nala-Damayanti poem what may be called a lively 
story-interest, but it is also clothed in a most attractive garb. The charm- 
ingly simple diction of this exquisite little poem is marked by a rigorous eco- 
nomy of words and “ omaments" ; the construction of the story is also on 
the whole remarkably faultless: qualities which have endeared it to con- 
noisseurs all the world over, The narrative, like a sylvan brook, runs its 
meandering course naturally and smoothly to its destined conclusion. And in 
spite of a few inevitable scenes of divine intervention and a little exaggeration 
necessary for artistic effect, we carry away the impression that the story rests 
on a foundation of fact, and we feel that it may all have happened, in those 
wonderful bygone times, exactly as it is narrated here. 


In the whole length of this carefully and artistically constructed poem 
there is just one passage which is apt slightly to perplex a careful reader. It 
is the soliloquy of the Brahmin Sudeva in chapter 16 of the poem (B. 3. 
68. 8 ff.). On reading this passage a discerning reader would notice for one 
thing a sudden change to a rather florid style, marked by a plethora of epi- 
thets and a rich embroidery of similes. 


The situation is this. King Nala, having deserted Damayanti where 
she lay asleep, strode through the forest aimlessly until he met the snake- 
king Karkotaka, who, in retum for a good turn done to him, transformed 
the handsome Nala into an ugly hunchback and advised him to go to Ayodhya 
and seek service as a charioteer with king Rtupama. Nala does so and 
remains at the court of Rtupama in the service of the king. His where- 
abouts and identity are not known to any living soul! besides himself : which 
is a very important point in the narrative. Damayanti, in the meanwhile, 
after a number of perilous adventures, reaches, by a fortunate coincidence, 
the palace of the queen of the Cedis, who is no other than Damayanti’s own 
aunt (as is revealed later), who takes compassion on her and gives her shelter. 
In course of time the evil tidings of the fateful game of dice and the subse- 
quent exile of Nala and Damayanti reached king Bhima, Damayanti’s father. 
Thereupon he called to him some Brahmins and enjoined them, with promise 
of rich gifts, that they should search for Nala and Damayanti and bring them 
back to him. One of these Brahmins, the fortunate Sudeva, comes to the 
country of the Cedis and there, in the palace hall, he sees Damayanti and 
recognizes her forthwith. On seeing the wan, unkempt and forlorn appearance 
of the beautiful princess of Vidarbha, he indulges in a soliloquy before 
addressing her directly. This passage, as already remarked, seems marked 
out from the rest of the poem by attempts at higher flights of imagination, 
approaching the requirements of what is known as the Kavya style. Dama- 
yanti is here successively compared by Sudeva to Sri (or Lakemi), to the full 


408 THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA 


moon, to Rati (Cupid's consort), to the splendour of the full moon, to a lotus 
stalk, to a full-moon night, to a river, to [296} a lotus pool, again to a lotus 
stalk, and finally to the crescent of the moon (B. 3, 68. 10-17). That, how- 
ever, is a minor matter. 

The really perplexing part of the soliloquy is the way in which Sudeva 
Tefers to Nala in the following stanza (B. 3. 68. 20) : 

duskaran kurute 'tyartharh kino yod anayd Nalak | 
Ghérayaty atmono deham na Sokenavasidati || 

“Extremely difficult is the trial of Nala who, deprived of her (scil. 
Damayanti), supports his body and does not pine away in sorrow !" 

This can be properly said by a person who knows that Nala is heroically 
bearing the cruel blow of fate which had temporarily separated him from his 
beloved, and above ali that Nala is alive. But for all Sudeva knew, Nala 
might have been dead. Here is a slight incongruity to start with. It might 
be argued that as it was not definitely known that Nala was dead, Sudeva was 
to a certain extent justified in assuming that Nala was alive, and 80 this out- 
burst was after all not so very incongruous. But, even if he were alive, how 
was Sudeva to know whether Nala wanted to recover Damayanti ; in fact, to 
know at all what feelings Nala entertained then about Damayanti: they 
might conceivably have been even hostile, for all Sudeva could say. Such 
minute analysis of hidden motives and distant possibilities might, however, 
be regarded as captious criticism, when considering such an old-world love 
poem as this. 

The disturbing thought however recurs when a few lines later we read 
(B. 3, 68. 23 ab) : 

asya ninam punarlabhan Naisadhak pritim esyati | 

“ Through her recovery Nala will become happy indeed”, 
words which again definitely presuppose that Nala is alive and anxious to 
Tediscover his lost Damayanti, neither of which facts could have been known 
to Sudeva, and whose assumption by him is quite gratuitous and most puzzling 
to the reader. Inappropriate to a certain extent are in the same context the 
adjectives aprameyasya and viryasettvavatak (stanza 25) applied to Nala. 
Was it not through Nala’s own insane infatuation for dice that Damayanti 
was reduced to this condition, and all that great disaster was brought upon 
the two families? A discordant note is likewise struck by the words Naisadho 
“rhati Vaidarbhim (stanza 24), which under these circumstances seem pecu- 
liarly inappropriate. One rather feels at this stage that poor Damayanti had 
definitely made the wrong choice at the svayarhvara : she would have been 
much happier had she chosen, in preference to the profligate Nala, one of the 
four gods who were wooing her. 

Another very curious thing we notice about this passage is that while 
Sudeva waxes eloquent about Nala and his sufferings, he has no thought at 


THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA 409 


the moment for king Bhima, who is Sudeva’s patron and who has dispatched 
him on this errand. Sudeva has not a word to say in this long soliloquy as 
to how glad the fond parents would be on seeing their beloved Damayanti 
and how happy Damayanti would be on being reunited to her kinsfolk. From 
{297} his present words we could never guess that he had been sent by king 
Bhima or that he had any connection with the House of Vidarbha. 


Our first thought is that the whole passage is one of those modem inter- 
polations which have unintentionally disfigured many a fine old poem. The 
manuscripts do not however countenance such an idea. The passage is docu- 
mented uniformly by all manuscripts alike. It is therefore not in any case 
@ recent interpolation. Moreover the idea itself of the soliloquy is not by 
any means inherently inappropriate ; only the precise wording and some of 
the sentiments expressed seem a little incongruous. 

‘We are therefore led to conclude that the poet's own knowledge of the 
real state of things, that Nala was not dead and that, repenting his hasty 
abandonment of Damayanti, he was then making reproaches to himself and 
was in fact longing to meet his lost Damayanti, had betrayed the poet into 
putting those words in the mouth of Sudeva, anticipating what was actually 
going to happen : a mistake common in the works of careless and inexperi- 
enced writers. 


That this also is not the correct explanation of the anomaly follows, how- 
ever, from the fact that almost all the lines forming this soliloquy’ of Sudeva 
recur almost verbatim in the long soliloquy of Hanumat in the Sundarakanda 
(adhy. 18 ff., ed. Gorresto) of the Ramayana at the time when he first sees 
Sit& in the Asoka grove of Ravana’s Lanki,—a soliloquy which, as will be 
™made clear, is the source of the passage under discussion from the Nala 
episode. 

The two situations, it will be recalled, have a superficial similarity. The 
heroine is lost, and messengers have been sent, by persons interested in her 
recovery, to find out her whereabouts. One of these messengera, more fortu- 
nate than the rest, suddenly and unexpectedly lights upon her, whereupon 
he just stands gazing at her and giving vent to his mixed feelings of joy and 
sorrow in the form of a soliloquy. 

The one important difference between the two situations—a difference 
obviously overlooked by, the adapter—is that in one case—the Ramayana— 
the messenger, Hanumat, has been sent by Rama himself, and the messenger 
therefore knows exactly the state of the mind of the husband of the missing 
princess ; whereas in the other case, the Nala episode, the messenger, sent 
by king Bhima, has not only no knowledge of Nala’s feelings towards Dama- 
yanti, but he does not even know whether Nala, who és missing, is alive or 
dead. And that makes a deal of difference. The words of the Ramayana 
soliloquy are wholly appropriate in the mouth of the Monkey Chieftain: 

27 
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but the same words, in spite of a few necessary verbal alterations made by 
the adapter, prove on close scrutiny, as shown above, just a trifle incongruous 
in the soliloquy of Sudeva. 

The extent of the similarity between the two passages will be clear from 
the following table in which the related lines are given in parallel columns. 








{298} Mahabhdrata (Bom. ed.) > Ramayana (ed. GoRRESIO) 
3. 68. 8 ff. Sundarakanda? 
(Emended)* (Adhy. 18, 19, 21, 29) 

8 mandaprakhyayaménena 18 4 manda prakhydyamdnena 
ripenapratimena tam | ripexapratimena tam | 
pinaddham dhiimajalena Ppinaddharh dhiimajalena 
prabhim iva vibhdvasoh |} prabham iva vibhdvasoh || 

(cf 10 cd also) 

9 tah samikeya visaliksim 18 22 = tath samikeya vidalakgim 
adhikarh malindrh kyéam | adhikarh malinarh kyéim | 
tarkayamésa Bhaimiti tarkayamisa Siteti | 
kéranair upapadayan || karanair upapadayan || 

10 yatheyarh me pura dysia 18 23cd yatha pura vai dysta me 
tatharfipeyam angana | tatharaipeyam angana | 
kytartho ’smy adya dystvemarh =| 18 27ab tarh dystva taptahemabharn 
lokakantam iva 6riyam || lokakantam iva Sriyam | 

11 piimacandrananath syamarh 18 24 piimacandranana éyama 
c&ravpttapayodharam | c&ruvyttapayodhara | 
kurvantizn prabhaya devirh kurvanti prabhaya devi 
sarva vitimira digah || sarva vitimira digah || 

12 cdrupadmapaliéikgim 18 26 padmapattravisalakginn 
Manmathasya Ratim iva | Manmathasya Ratim iva | 
istach sarvasya jagatah istamh sarvasya jagatah 
Piimacandraprabhim iva {| pamacandranibham iva || 





1 The readings adopted here are readings of the “ Vulgate,” emended in the 
light of collations prepared for the Critical Edition of the Mababharata and available 
at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. 

= The text given here is that of Gorwssio. The Bombay editions have a 
slightly discrepant version, but most of the stanzas cited here do occur in the Bom- 
bay editions also which were compared by me. 
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13 Vidarbhasarasas tasmid 
daivadogad ivoddhrtim } 
malapankanuliptangish 
mpgalim iva tarh bhréam {| 


14 paumamiisim iva nigich 
Rahugrastanisakaram | 
patisokfkularh dinarh 
Sagkasrotath nadim iva || 


{299} 15 vidhvastapamakamalash 
vitrasitavihashgamam | 
hastihastapariklistarh 
vyakulim iva padminim || 


16 sukumérith sujatangish 
ratnagarbhagrhositam | 
dahyamaéndm ivognena 
mmoalim aciroddhyt4m {| 


18 k&mabhogaih priyair hingrh 
hinfth bandhujanena ca | 
deharh dhirayatith dinath 
bhartydarSanak@iksaya 


19 bharta nama pararh narya 
bhiganarh bhiisanair vind | 
esi virahita tena 
Sobhanapi na gobhate |! 


20 duskararh kurute 'tyarthath 
hino yad anaya Nalah | 
dharayaty &tmano dehari 
na 6okenavasidati {| 


21 im&im asitakesintiirh 
Satapattrayateksanam | 
sukh&rhth dubkhitach dretva 
mampi vyathate manah || 


22 kadai nu khalu dubkhasya 
parath y&syati vai éubha | 
bhartuh samfgamat sidhvi 
Rohinf fagino yatha tt 


19 15ed IkgvSkuearasas tasmad 
Ravanenodhyti balat | 

18 16cd malapankadhararh dinarh 
Mmandanirhim amanditim | 


21 14ab paumanvisim iva nisish 
Rabugrastanifikaram | 

21 1Sed patisokiturash dingrh 
éugkasrotonadIm iva | 


21 14cd vidhvastapattrakemalazh 
vitrasitaviharhgamam | 

21 15ab hastihastapariklistim 
Akulath padminim iva || 


21 16cd sukumrirh sujatangin 
ratnagarbhagrhocitam | 

21 17ab tapyam&ndm ivosnena 
myaalim aciroddhytam || 


19 23cd kimabhogavihineyarh 
hind bandhujanena ca | 

19 24ab dharayaty &tmano deharh 
tatsamiigamakankeay’ || 


19 25ed bhart4 nima pararh nary 
bhisanarh bhdsanair vind | 
19 26ab es4 tasyanuragena 
Sobhate ‘py analarhkyt® |{ 


19 26cd duskararh kurute Rimo 
hino yad anaya vibhuh | 

19 27ab dharayaty atmano deharh 
na éokenAvasidati |{ 

19 27cd im4m asitakeSAntarh 
Satapattranibhananim | 

19 28ab sukh&rharh dubkhitarh dretva 
mamépi vyathitam manabh || 


19 28cd kada tu khalu dubkhasya 
pararh yasyati Maithili | 

19 29ab Raghavasyaprameyasya 
Lakemanasya ca jivatah || 
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23 asya minarh punarlabban 19 22cd niinam asyi punarlibhad 
Naigadhah pritim egyati | Raghavah pritim esyati | 
raja rajyaparibhrastah 19 2ab raja rajyaparibbraptah 
Punar labdhveva medinim |} punar labdhveva medinim || 

24 tulyasilavayoyuktarh 19 32 tulyardjpavayoyuktairh 
tulyabhijanasarhyutém | tulyabhijanalakeanim | 
Naigadho ‘rhati Vaidarbhin Raghavo 'rhati Vaidehirn | 
tarh ceyam asitekgand || tarh ceyam asiteksanA || 

25 yuktarh tasyaprameyasya 296 —-yuktarh tasyaprameyasya 
viryasattvavato maya | satyath sattvavato maya | 
samagvisayituth bharyath | samaévasayituzh bharyarh 
patidarsanalalasim |] patidaréanalalasim {| 


{300} 26 ayam aévasayamy enash 
pimacandranibhananam |? | 29 7ab adretaduhkh dubkhasya 
adys{aptirvarh duhkhasya na hy antam adhigacchati | 
dubkhartarh dhydnatat- 
param || 


The question which of the two passages is the original one, need not 
detain us long. It is a priori not very likely that Valmiki who is credited 
with having composed an epic of the size and rank of the RamAyana would 
need to borrow the idea or the phraseology of such a commonplace soliloquy 
from a poem like the Nalopakhyana. (The redactor of the Nala story is, 
therefore, clearly indicated as the poet who would be under obligation for his 
inspiration to the Adi-kavi. This a@ priori conclusion is happily confirmed in 
the present instance by the fortuitous circumstance that the passage tums 
out to be somewhat of a misfit in our poem. The anomaly, as has been 
suggested above, can be explained only on the supposition that the Nalopakh- 
yana lines were borrowed es bloc from a slightly different context. The 
exact phrasing of the speech of the messenger was originally conceived for 
a somewhat different set of circumstances as pictured in the Ramayana, in 
which the soliloquy fits perfectly. The borrowed plumes, as is very often 
the case, do not fit the new incumbent as well as the adapter had imagined 
or at least hoped. ‘We have, therefore, here an indubitable proof of the direct 
borrowing of some RamAyana material by one of the Mahabharata poets 


2 The corresponding line has been omitted by Gorresio, but is correctly given 
in the Bombay (Nirnaya Sagar Press): ed. (1888), 5, 30, 7ab (cf. p. 83), and in the 
Gujarati Printing Press ed. (1916), 5. 30. Zab (cf. p. 1856), both editions reading 
aham for our ayam. Both Tilaka and Govindaréjiya mention (the pratika) afugsq- 
yami, ehowing that they knew the stanza. 
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not necessarily of course Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa, but one of the “ Epigoni”, 
the Vyasiids, who carried on the good work commenced by Vyasa. 
. « * . 

‘The conclusion that the idea of this soliloquy of Sudeva in the Nalopakh- 
yana of the Mahabharata must necessarily have been borrowed by one of 
the redactors of the Great Epic from the Ramiyana is perhaps not without 
some significance for an understanding of the general interrelation of the 
Ram&yana and the Mahdbharata to which we may here advert in passing. 

The soliloquy discussed above is, as is well known, not by any means the 
only passage in which the Mahbhdrata, shows contact with its sister epic,? 
and the question arises each time in the mind of the textual critic whether 
{301} the Mahabharata or the Ramayana is the source of the passage com- 
mon to the two epics, a question to which, owing to the peculiar character 
and development of the Indian epics, no general answer is possible, though 
a partial solution of the problem may be attempted. 

As remarked already, the Nala passage is not the only passage for which 
a parallel exists in the Ramayana. In the Adiparvan, for instance, in a cos- 
mogonic chapter, I had occasion to draw attention to the fact that a passage 
of some 30 lines (1. 60. 54-67 of the Critical Edition) recurs almost verbatim 
in the Ramayana (3. 14. 17-32, ed. Nirnaya Sagar Press). No definite evi- 
dence was available in that particular instance to show whether the passage 
was original to the Mahabharata and had been borrowed by the Ramayana, 
or vice versa, or again whether it had been borrowed by both epics independ- 
ently from a third source. There seemed to me, however, to be some slight 
abruptness in the manner in which the stanzas were introduced in the Mahi- 
bharata, which would suggest borrowing from the Ram4yana where the con- 
text id smoother ; but, as the contents of the passage were of a’ very general 
nature, the third possibility mentioned above, namely that both epics owed 
the idea to a common (Purainic) source, could not be entirely eliminated. 

The Sabh%parvan again supplies the well known kaccit chapter (adhy. 
5), which has its counterpart in the Ramayana." Here also the contents are 
of a very general character, having no direct bearing on the context of either 
the Ramayana or the Mahabharata, and the whole passage could well have 
been adapted by both epics independently from an older Niti tractate. 

On the other hand, in the Aranyakaparvan, commonly known as the 


1 The question has been discussed at some length by HorKINs, The Great 
Epic of India, chapter 2 {“ Interrelation of the two Epics”) ; and by WINTERNITZ, 
9p. cit. pp. 501-517. See now also Evcenrusz Siuszkiewicz, Preyczynki do badon 
nad dziejami redakcyi Ramayany. (Contributions 2 Phistoire des recensions du Rama- 
yana). Polska Akademia Umiejetnosci. Prace Komisji Orientalistycme Nr, 30. 
Krak6io 1938, 

2 Several such passages are mentioned by HOPKINS, op. cit., p. 73 ff. 

4 Cf. Hopkins, Amer. Journ. Phil., vol. xix, p. 149. 
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Vanaparvan, the Ramopakhyana closely follows in general our Ramayana, 
notwithstanding some isolated though striking discrepancies between the two 
accounts.” There are also not wanting in the Ramopakhydna a few of our 
genuine Ramayana stanzas which have been reproduced either verbatim or 
with but slight verbal alteration. To suggest that the Ramopakhyana was 
the original source which had inspired the revered Adi-kavi to compose his 
Ramayana would be again a reductio ad absurdum, The inevitable con- 
clusion is that the diaskeuasts of the RAmop&khyana knew and summarised 
an extensive older Raima epic. The only doubt is whether the redactors of 
the Mahabhirata had utilized or version of the Ramiyana or some other 
older version unknown to us, to which the discrepant traits of our episode 
might be traced. After an intensive study and a close comparison of the two 
texts, the late Prof. Jaco! had definitely expressed himself in favour of the 
former altemative, namely, that the Ramopakhyana was a passably accurate 
summary of our Ramdyana, the discrepancies between the accounts being 
due either to casual misconception or else to natural and unavoidable failure 
of memory, of which instances are common in summaries and abstracts.* 
{302} Jaconr’s view, it seems to me, now finds further confirmation from the 
instance discussed above of direct borrowing from our Ramayana text in a 
case where there is no intrinsic reason whatsoever for any reference to the 
Ramayana at all. Evidence seems to be, therefore, gathering to show that 
our Ramayana text—or the bulk of it, at any rate—was used as a 
“source” by the diaskeuasts of the Mahabharata. We can even go further 
and admit with Jacosr that the Ramayana must already have been “ gene- 
rally familiar as an ancient work before the Mahabharata reached its final 
form.” On the other hand it will have to be admitted that the Mahi- 
bhdrata makes in various ways a di ly more archaic impression, a fact 
which has Jed some scholars to regard it as even a much older work than the 
other epic. We thus arrive at the apparent paradox that the Raméyana is older 
than the Mahabharata and the Mahabharata is older than the Ramiiyana. 
The only way we can resolve this paradox is by supposing—as has already 
been suggested by WINTERNITZ‘ and other writers on the subject—that the 
period of composition of the Ramayana, which is a work with a distinctly 
more unitary character, falls within the much longer period of the evolution 
of the Mahabtwrata, which jatter compared to the other is a very complex 
and complicated work indeed. 





1 Jacost, Das Ramayana, pp. 71 ff. 

2 Jaconi, loc. cit. Contra HOPKINS, op. cit., p. 63: “ the subject-matter of the 
Kavya and episode is treated differently in several particulars (details, loc. cit.) 
which points to different workings-over of older matter rather than to copying or 
condensing ”. 

% Jacoss, op. cit., p. 71. 

4 Op. cit., p. 506. 
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This statement of the relationship between the two epics will appear per- 
fectly valid and even natural when we remember that the evolution of the 
Great Epic of India falls into two distinct and separate phases, namely, the 
Bharata and the Mahabharata, the caturvisSatisGhastt (1. 1. 61 Crit. Ed.) 
and the Satasdhasri, a fact which is documented in very clear terms by the 
work itself—and there is no reason to disbelieve it—but which for some un- 
intelligible reason is not taken very seriously by people. Assuming, however, 
this to be a fact—which it undoubtedly is—we may hazard what seems to me 
to be a perfectly legitimate conjecture that the Ramayana was composed in 
the interval which separated the Bharata from the Mahabharata. Thus, 
though we may admit that the Raméyana was, as JAcosI says, a well-known 
work before the Mahabharata reached its ultimate form, we must reckon with 
the possibility that when the Ramayana itself (minus perhaps Books 1 and 
7) was composed by the poet Valmiki, the heroic poem Bharata—the nucleus 
of our Mahabharata—was already long in existence, current perhaps in some 
distant part of the country and in a different milieu. The Bhdrata and the 
Ramayana may have been indeed more or less independent products, different 
in origin and treatment. But when the Bhargava redactors? set to work and 
converted the {303} Bharata into the Mahabharata, conceived on a much 
larger scale and with a much more ambitious programme, they had already 
the archetype of our Ramayana text before them and they made full use of it, 
absorbing in their own encyclopaedic work all that they possibly could, and 
they were perhaps also influenced by it in no small degree. In fact the very 
impetus to the conversion of the Bharata and the compilation of the Mahi- 
bharata may well have been given by the contact with the sister epic, which 
appears to have had a more elevated ethical standard, a more serious didactic 
purpose, a much higher idealistic view of life, and a wider popular appeal. 

A priori, then, whenever our Mahabharata shows close verbal agreement 
with the older books of the Ramayana, the presumption would be that we 
have to look upon the Ramdyana as the source, assuming of course that the 
common element is not of such a character that it could have been borrowed 
by both epics independently from a third source. It is naturally not excluded 
that the Ramayana in its tum might have been influenced to a certain extent, 
at a still later epoch, in its further development. by the Mahabharata, the 
new encyclopaedic Dharma Sathhité. In fact there is every indication that 
the interrelation between the two epics will reduce itself to a very complicated 
system of mutual actions and reactions, and it would be interesting to investi- 
gate the question more fully by collation, of all possible parallelisms in ideas 
and expression between the two great epics of India. 


1 For the part played by the Bhrgus in the development of the Mahabharata, 
see my “Epic Studies (VI) : The Bhygus and the Bharata ; A text-historical study.” 
Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. Vol. 18, pp. 1-76 (particularly 
pp. 63-76). 


EPIC QUESTIONS 
No. 1 : Does Indra assume the form of a swan ?* 


Mbh. (Crit. Ed.) 1. 57.21 : hdsyariipena Sanmkarah. 


‘This is the second pada of a stanza occurring in the Adiparvan which 
reads : 
bhagovan pijyate catra hasyariipena Samkareh | 
Svayam eva grhitena Vasoh pritya mohdtmanch || 


The Vulgate (1. 63. 2icd—22ab) differs from this only in so far that 
it reads the second quarter of the stanza as hamsariipena césverah. 

I have discussed the text-reading briefly in the Annals of the Bhandarkar 
Griental Research Institute (vol. 16, p. 100 f.) and justified it, in my reply 
ta the late Professor WINTERNITZ, who in the course of a lengthy review! of 
the Adiparvan had drawn attention to it, observing that as the reading was 
a lectio dificilior and was “far from certain" it requires a “wavy line”. 
While admitting that the reading adopted in the Critical Edition was a lec- 
lio difficilior 1 contended that since the documentary evidence in its favour 
was complete, therefore it need not be regarded as uncertain and there was 
no need of a “ wavy line.” There would have been no reason for me now 
to revert to it but for two facts. On the one hand, it has been again, inci- 
dentally, criticized? by the late lamented Professor J. J. MEYER in his last 
publication, Trilogie altindischer Machte u. Feste d. Vegetation’ (Ziirich- 
Leipzig 1937),—a thick opus with extremely rich and varied contents, en- 
livened as usual by the author's spicy wit and trenchant style. On the other 
hand, the reading receives some confirmation from a new and unexpected 
source, 

‘MEYER argues for the reading of the Vulgate, characterizing the hasya- 
riipena of the Critical Edition as an astonishing (“ verwunderliche”) read- 
ing, and dismissing hasya- as the stupid mistake of some scribe (“ein dum- 
mer Schreibfehler’”) . 

The context in which the Mbh. stanza occurs is as follows. The righteous 
king Uparicara Vasu, having laid down his arms, retired to the forest and 


* [Bulletin of the Deccan College Research Institute 1. 1-7.) 

1 ABORI, vol. 15, pp. 159 ff ; cf. p. 166. 

2 Apparently, in complete ignorance of the previous discussion on the point 
in the Annals. 

3 In the last part of the Trilogie, dealing with Indra. The reading in ques- 
tion is discussed on p, 5{. The references are to the pagination of-this part of the 
Trilogie. 
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began practising penance. Indra and the {2} other gods, apprehending trouble, 
appeared before him, and, dissuading him from continuing his fierce austeri- 
ties, induced him to return to his royal duties. He should rule the king- 
dom of Cedi as Indra’s special friend. As a mark of his favour, Indra pre- 
sented Vasu with various uncommon gifts, among them a crystalline aerial 
car (sphdfikam viménam) and a garland of unfading lotuses (known as In- 
dramala) which would protect the king against the missiles of his enemies 
and bring him wealth and victory (vaijayentin). But he gave him also a 
bamboo staff (vainavim yastim), which would protect the good (sisfandém 
pratipdlinim) and of course chastise the wicked. King Vasu brought home 
these precious gifts, according the wonderful staff full divine worship. That 
was how, we are told, the custom began of bringing from the forest, at a 
certain specified season, the staff, pole or tree, which was then sct up, deco- 
rated with flowers, wreaths, flags, and with pitakas—whatever these latter 
are—-and worshipped in due form. Here we find the stanza cited above, 
which says in effect that on this occasion Indra is worshipped, according to 
ancient rites, in a certain form assumed by the god of his own accord, out 
of love for Vasu Uparicara. 


What was this form? Was it the form of a swan, as the Vulgate has 
it and as MEYER argues? That is the question. 


Before we try to answer this question, it would be well to examine the 
MS. evidence a little more closely than MEYER appears to have done. The 
important MS. reading (ignoring that of D,), as given in the Critical Edi- 
tion, may be put in the following : form : 


N (except K,) hamsaripena 
K, M ( = Text) Adsyerdipena* i 
T.G. Yastiriipena Vasavah. 


Samkarah (B, Dn) césvarak. 


To this we may now add the important, newly discovered eight hun- 
dred years old Nepali MS. of the Adi (of which I have given full collations 
in ABORI, vol. 19, pp. 201 ff.), which agrees exactly with K, M and there- 
fore supports the critical text in an unambiguous manner. 


Now let us see what MEYER has to say about these readings. Accord- 
ing to him (p. 5), the original césvarek (found in the Vulgate) was mis- 
understood as referring to god Siva ; and, with a view to clarifying its mean- 
ing, it was deliberately changed by some scribe into Savikarah, which latter 
is a well-known epithet of Siva. And further Adsyariipena of the Critical 


© The actual reading of K, is dmmyahamyaripene, which is clearly corrupt. 
The original s has been wrongly transcribed as m=: a common mistake in Deva- 
nagari transcripts of Saradi MSS.; there is moreover dittography. The portion 
of the text under discussion is missing in the Sarada codex. 
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Edition is, according to MEYER, as already [3]} remarked, nothing more than 
the stupid blunder of some copyist for the original harsaripena. 


It may be made perfectly clear once for all that at least as far as the 
Mahabharata text is concerned, the time when one could juggle with read- 
ings of MSS and lay down the law ex cathedta as to what is the original, 
what is an emendation and what is a scribe's mistake, is long past. It has 
now become a very much more serious and complicated matter, since the 
publication of the Critical Edition. To entitle anyone to a hearing, he must 
first of all show that he understands the critical apparatus and that he has 
studied the stemma codicum published by me on p. xxx of the Prolego- 
mena of my edition of the Adiparvan. 


Let us now go back to the MSS. There we find that Saritkarah (of the 
Critical Edition) is documented by the whole of the Northern Recension (in- 
cluding the new Nepali MS.) and the Malayalam version, while césvarah 
(championed by MEYER) is merely the reading of B, Dn! Now one would 
like tu know why what Meyer considers the original reading (césvarah) is 
found only in the mosi recent version represented by Nilakantha (end of the 
17th century) with the sporadic support of one aberrant Bengali MS. (B,), 
while what he considers a recent emendation (Sakarah is found in still 
older versions represented by MSS. scattered all over India from Kashmir 
to Malabar and from Gujarat to Bengal, including the distant Nepat and 
excepting (in addition to the Vulgate) only the Tamil-Telugu zone, which 
latter has moreover a third and divergent reading (Vasaveh). How is it 
that only the Nilakantha version has preserved the correct reading, while 
all other—much older—versions of North India together with the entire Ma- 
layaiam version from the South contain what MEYER regards as a corrup- 
tion? If s@mkarah of all N and M MSS. be a corrupt reading, as MEYER 
maintains, then Nilakantha could have got his césvarah only by emendation, 
because I do not think that Nilakarytha had access to any really old Maha- 
bharata MSS., containing very original readings. In thousands of cases his 
text shows what can be proved, with absolute certainty, to be secondary, in- 
ferior, or corrupt readings. 


This inability on the part of MEYER to recognize in a patently simple 
case what is original and what is secondary shows that he had only very 
vague notions of the relationship between the different recensions, versions 
and manuscripts. And the ignorance of this relationship is absolutely fatal 
1o any attempt to discriminate between original readings and emendations and 
scribes’ mistakes. You can never find out an original reading by selecting 
one which suits your purpose, or satisfies your zsthetic sense, or appeals to 
you in some other way, and then looking about for reasons in support of your 
@ priori choice; because almost always “good” reasons can be found for 
nearly every reading. It is not a question of dialectic, but [4] of documenta- 
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tion. And no amount of tendentious arguing will refute the objective evi- 
dence of MSS. 


MSS. in this case clearly prove that the process of alteration has been 
the reverse of what is imagined by MEYER. Here, it is evident, cefxmah 
has not been changed into Saskarak for the sake of clarity, as MEYER main- 
tains ; but, on the other hand, sartkareh has been very clearly changed into 
cesvarah—already rendered suspect by the expletive ca—perhaps, to avoid 
confusion, farkara being here not the nomen proprium of Siva, but an epithet 
Meaning “beneficent, promoting welfare”.t 


We can now turn to the other word of the pada, the more difficult of the 
two: was it kdsyaripena, harmsariipena or yasliripena? MEYER (p. 5) 
rightly rejects the last. It is correct as far as the sense goes ; but it can hardly 
be the original reading. Were it so, no scribe would think of deliberately 
changing it into the obscure and almost unintelligible hasyeriipena or harisarit- 
pena, both of which are, moreover, graphically unrelated with the former. 
From what we know of scribes’ emendations they tend generally to simplify 
the text, not to complicate it. If that be so, then either hasyariipene or harh- 
Sariipena is the correct reading. Moreover yas{ir#pene is confined (like Va- 
savah), to T G, and does not receive any support even from M, which in in- 
numerable cases has preserved—in contradiction to the T G version—the origi- 
nal reading, which has been emended or simplified in T G.* 


There remains, therefore, only the two alternatives—hasyariipena given 
by K, M with the new Nepali MS, and harsartipena supported by N (ex- 
cept K,), By! the test of the agreement between independent versions, hds- 
yartipena is clearly indicated as the original reading, since we have here an 
agreement between the independent versions of the extreme North and the 
extreme South, it being preferable to havsaripena, supported only by the 
central sub-recension. It is, moreover, undoubtedly the lectio difficilior (as 
was rightly observed by WINTERNITZ in the course of the review mentioned 
above), which accounts for its being surreptitiously ousted by the other. 
Both documentary and intrinsic probability are thus unquestionably in fa- 
vour of the reading hasyariipena adopted in the Critical Edition. 

What indeed are we to understand by the hartsarupena of the Vulgate ? 
The word harhse has a number of meanings. MONIER WILLIAMS gives the 
following : 


{5} a goose, gander, swan, flamingo (or other aquatic bird); the soul or spirit 
{sometimes ‘the Universal Soul or Supreme Spirit’, identified with Viraj, Narayana, 


1 This point has been discussed by me in the paper mentioned above, ABORT, 
vol, 16, p, 101. 

® For this point also cf. ABORI, vol. 16, p. 101, 

* Cf. Prolegomena to Adi, p. xci. 
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Viggu, Giva, Kama, and the Sun) ; one of the vital airs (Lex); a kind of ascetic ; a 
man of supernatural qualities born under a particular constellation ; an ambitious 
monarch (Lex.} ; a horse (Naigh) ; an excellent draught-ox (according to some, ‘a 
buffalo’) ; a mountain (Lex.) ; a temple of a particular form ; a kind of Mantra or 
mystical text ; silver (Lex.); envy, malice (Lex.); name of two metres; (Music) # 
kind of measure ; a mystical name of the letter & ; a spiritual preceptor ; name of a 
Deva-gandharva ; of a Danava ; of a son of Brahmi ; of a son of Vasudeva ; of a 
son of Arist4; of a son of Brahmadatta and general of Jarasarndha ; of various au- 
thors ; of one of the Moon's horses ; of a mountain, 

Meyer (p. 6) has cited copious examples for the meanings of havisa 
as the sun, the sun-god, as Vignu and as Krena (son of Dharma). 

‘Unfortunately none of these fit in the case of Indra. MEYER (p. 6) 
found, however, a loophole in the meaning of harisa as “ sungod”, and he sur- 
mised that perhaps the idea of this harisariipa of Indra was to be dated hack 
to the period when Indra was still recognized as a sun-god ! 

Nilakantha, who has commented on this stanza, had naturally some diffi- 
culty in explaining this hamsatiipa. According to him Indra was : harhsarii- 
pena yukto hamsariipi | tasya buddhisthasya ripasya visesenan svayam eva 
etc. To Nilakantha the hashsa-form is present only in the mind (buddhistha) 
of the worshipper. To MEYER, on the other hand, who was a realist with a 
vengeance, this explanation naturally did not satisfy. According to him (p. 
4{,), Indra, who is ordinarily invisible to mortals, takes on the concrete form 
of a swan, so as to be visible to Vasu and his subjects. MEYER further found 
(p. 5) the aquatic bird admirably suited to the mirth and gaiety and the 
sportive games that accompany the ceremonial. 

Now which is the original and which is the emendation of these two 
readings? The characteristic of a scribe’s emendation, as has been well said, 
is that it has all the appearance of improvement without its reality. Ours 
is a case in point. iashsertipena is a phrase under which you can think all 
sorts of things, all equally vague ; but on closer inspection they prove to be 
uniformly inadequate, 

For why should Indra appear before Vasu, or the kings who followed in 
his footsteps, in the form of a swan of ali things in the world, whether in a 
concrete shape before the eyes of his worshippers or in an abstract form 
in their minds? He had assumed one form already : that of the yasfi, the 
staff. MEYER (p. 101) has himself established—absolutely incontrovertibly— 
that the tree or the pole or the staff which figures so prominently in the In- 
dramaha ceremony, was worshipped, if not by Vasu, at least by the people 
whom the writer of the Mahabharata account had in mind, as a symbol, [6} an 
image, or an incarnation of Indra himself, and not merely as a remembrance 
of a present from Indra to Vasu. As MeyYER hag pointed out, the Puranic 
writers, when speaking of the pole, refer to it unhesitatingly as “Indra” (or 
its synonyms “ Sakra”, etc.) in such expressions as Sakrasthéna or Indra- 
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sthana, Indra (or Sakra) pada, Indraprayana, Sakrotthapone, Sokrocchraya, 
Indramh utthdpayanti, Puramdaram utthapya, uttisthate (or nisidati) vajra- 
pémih, etc. Vignu-dharmottara 2. 157. 3cd. and (agreeing with it) Agnipu- 
rina 268, 6cd say in so many words that here is the god Indra himself, come 
to earth (bhiimistha). 


And what a funny form to assume for the thousand-eyed god of gods, 
who had performed a hundred sacrifices, the wielder of the thunder-bolt, the 
destroyer of enemies’ forts, the killer of Vala (or Bala) and Vrtra, and the 
hero of a thousand other wonderful exploits ; the form of a bamboo staff, with 
wreaths and bells, flags and buntings hanging from it and with those curiously 
shaped pitakes, some of which at any rate, according to Meyer 
(p. 96), were shaped like penies! It was indeed a laughable form (hdsyard- 
pa), calculated to provoke mirth and laughter. And this form, it must be 
borne in mind, was not given to Indra by any man ; such a thing would have 
been very likely resented by him. The great god, wishing to do good (Samhka- 
ra) to Vasu, had assumed it himself (svayam eva grahitena) out of his great 
love for the high soul Uparicara Vasu (Vasoh prityd mahdtmanah). The 
jocular form—kridévetdraripa, as Devabodha* puts it—assumed by the 
mighty god on this occasion caused great merriment ; and the feast was ac- 
cordingly celebrated with much laughter and gaiety, as described in the Brhat- 
sesnhita, the Visnudharmottara and other texts (MEYER, p. 103 f.). 


Thus both documentary probability and intrinsic considerations support 
the reading hasyariipéna Samkarak. This reading is therefore not so asto- 
nishing as MEYER seems to have thought; but it is astonishing that 
MEYER who had with praiseworthy diligence extracted and trans- 
lated very lengthy passages from about a dozen original sources describing 
the ceremony in great detail, and not found anywhere (except in the Vul- 
gate) the remotest reference to Indra’s assuming the form of a swan or to his 
being represented as a swan, should have been so enamoured of the Vulgate 
reading, a reading which I am fully persuaded is nothing more than a scribe’s 
emendation in the archetype of the Central group. But perhaps even MEyER's 
mistake is not so very astonishing : it is only an example of wishful think- 
ing. Does it not connect Indra with the sun (hase) [7] or at least with the 
gun-god ? And MEyEr's whole thesis (pp. 134-144) is that Indra was ori- 
ginally just not a rain-god or a thunder-god, but a sun-god, the vernal sun, 
the “ genius” of fertility and vegetation, in fact, a phallic deity ! 

The redactors of the T G version were, perhaps, after all wise, in dis- 


2 Devobodha has the gloss : hdsa (sic) ripena kridavatareriipepa, Here harksa- 
tipena would certainly not fit, ae it ie not clear how hertsanipa would be krida- 
vatérarispa.—Devobodha is the oldest known commentator of the Mah&bhirata, 
and, in my opinion, the best, 
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carding a reading which has caused so much confusion and misunderstanding, 
and adopted the plain and simple yasfiripena Vasavak, which is a correct 
paraphrase of the original and has the additional advantage of being ab- 
solutely fool-proof. 


T am convinced that this Aahse-incamnation of Indra is nothing more 
than a conard, 


Ml. The Parvasamgraha Figures.* 

The Parvasarhgrahaparvan (Adi, adhy. 2) is a document of considerable 
importance.1 But its value has been unduly exaggerated by some scholars, 
a circumstance which has led to some highly misleading results and some 
curious conclusions It is thus supposed that Krgna Dvaipayana Vyasa had 
himself counted and noted down the number of slokas he had composed, and 
that our Parvasarhgraha was composed by Vyasa himself. No doubt it is 
sometimes stated in the Parvasarhgraha chapter that that sage had stated the 
extent of each of the eighteen parvans. But this attribution to Vy4sa is 
naturally only pajarthe (honoris causa). It is nowhere suggested in the work 
itself that the first two adhyayas of our epic were composed by Vyasa. They 
could not be, because they are obviously only a report of the conversation 
which took place between the Sita (UgraSravas, son of Lomaharsana) and 
the sages assembled at Saunaka’s twelve-year sacrifice in the Naimisa Forest. 
The erroneous supposition regarding the authorship of this adhydya has led 
to the naive attempt on the part of some scholars to produce a text—a so- 
called critical text—of the Mahabharata containing the same number of 
adhydyas and Slokas as that given in the Parvasamhgraha, Such an attempt 
is already negatived by our manuscripts and testimonia, which contain many 
variants of the figures in the Parvasarngraha. Thus the figures for the Adi- 
parvan itself vary, according to different sources, between 7984 (Kaémiri 
Version and the Critical Edition) and 9984 (Andhra-Bharatamu). That is 
sufficient to discourage any attempt at too close a reliance on the data of this 
adhydya of the Adiparvan, It has been common experience that figures in 
ancient works, if at all complicated, seldom come out right, and the figures 
of the Parvasasngraha are probably no exception to this rule. 


{550} The figures given in the Parvasasngraha could have been obtained 


* [Silver Jubilee Number, ABORI 23. 549-58). 

2 Cf. my Prolegomena to the Adiparvan, pp. xcvii ff ; “ Epic studies (III) " 
ABORT, vol. 11, pp. 277 ff. 

2 Cf. P. P. S. Sastrr in the Introduction to vol. 15 of his Mahabharata (Sou- 
thern Recension), p. xxii: ““Vyasa’s description of his Mahabharata that he com- 
posed it in 18 parvas of 2,000 chapters and 100,000 stanzas is not a fanciful account 
‘but an accurate statement, And I have tried to substantiate this in this edition 
of the Principal Text of the Southern Recension.” 
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in one of many different ways. The most probable suggestion has been that 
they were arrived at, not by actual counting of the stanzas, as we should ordi- 
farily do now, but by computing the extent in some other way, Even now 
we speak of a story of 5000 words or a broadcast talk of 1500 words, and so 
on. The individual words are never counted in such computations ; the 
figures are only approximations. The figures given in our Parvasarhgraha 
chapter must be approximations of that type. They are not “lokas" or 
stanzas as we ordinarily understand them ; but are, properly speaking, what 
are technically known as, “ granthas,” a grantha being a unit of measurement 
of written matter equal to 32 aksaras. 


Assuming this to be the case, the first difficulty is that the figures given 
in the lists appear not as round numbers, as we should expect them to be, but 
are apparently correct to the last digit ; for instance, the extent is given not 
as 8000 élokas, but as 7987. We actually come across such figures as these : 
6698, 7998, 8909, 14525, where true approximations would be 6700, 8000, 
8900, 14,500, and so on. The approximation seems to me to have been 
reached by some such process as this. First, an average was obtained by 
counting carefully all letters in a certain number of lines. This average was 
then multiplied by the number of lines in a page and the total number of 
complete pages. The number of “granthas” of the last page, which was 
rarely fully written out, seems to have been computed separately, and added 
to the previous total. The grand total of letters (akseras) was then divided 
by 32 to give the number of “ Slokas” or “‘ granthas,” fractions being omit- 
ted. ‘That is how figures like those mentioned above must have been ob- 
tained. They are careful approximations, but approximations all the same. 
Moreover, as has been pointed out by me elsewhere, it would be impossible 
to count the exact number of stanzas in a composite text made up of élokas, 
tristubhs, ‘ fancy metres” and prose passages, which we actually find in many 
of the parvans of the Mahabharata, as for instance in the Adi, Aranyaka and 
Anuéasana, 


The figures we find in the Parvasarhgraha chapter are fairly old; we 
cannot say now exactly how old. They are certainly prior to 1000 A. D., 
when tHe Javanese Bharata and the Andhra Bhératamu were composed ; be- 
cause both these works contain similar lists, which agree in many particulars 
with our list. 


Here are the figures given in three different sources. 


Prolegomena, p. xcix. 
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{$51} TABLE I 
Adhyayas Parvan Slokas 
J 
c |B A A | B c 
S| 8 =. a 4 q 
saad 3 og 
218) 818] 218 1. ADI 7984| 8884| 9884 
72| 72) 72, 4. SABHA 2511) 2513) 4511 
269) 272) 269) Ili, ARANYAKA 11,664] 11,224) 11,664 
67|—!| 67 IV. VIRATA 2050; 2015) 3500 
1861861 186, ©: V.. UDYOGA 6698) 6928| 7998 
118) 117] 117; VI. BHISMA 5884) 5884) 5884 
170, 170| 170| VII. DRONA | 8909| 8984} 8909 
69) 69| 69] VIII. KARNA | 4900} 4970; 4900 
59| 121! 59 IX, SALYA ; 3220! 3220) 3220 
18 18 18 X. SAUPTIKA | 870; 870) 870 
27| 70; 27 XI. STRI 775; 770/775 
339] 333) 339) XII. SANTI 14,525)14,525}14,525 
156} — | 146) XIII. ANUSASANA 6700} — | 12,000 
133] 133) 133} XIV. ASVAMEDHIKA 3320, 4420] 4420 
42| 92! 42, XV. ASRAMAVASIKA 1506, 1505} 1906 
sl 8 XVI. MAUSALA 300, 300) 300 

3}—| 3) XVII. MAHAPRASTHANIKA 120 123] 120 
5} —| §| XVIII. SVARGAROHANA 200, 200 
1959{ [sas Total "92,136 _~| 95,586 


























(The average number of “ élokas ” per adhyaya is about 45.) 
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{552} The above is a conspectus of the figures for the adhyayas and élo- 
kas of the eighteen parvans of the Mahabhrata according to (1) the Criti- 
cal Edition, (2) the Javanese Version,* and (3) the Southern Recension by 
Professor P. P. S. SaSTRI, 


OBSERVATIONS ON THE FIGURES OF THE ABOVE TABLE. 


I. Adi: The first figure (8) of the Javanese number for the adhydyas 
of the Adi (818) is obviously wrong ; the other digits agree in the three texts. 
So we may take as correct the figures 218° which is given us by the Critical 
Edition and Southern Recension, the Vulgate reading (227) being certainly 
a mistake-—The number of Slokas is no doubt a problem. I have adopted 
the figures given by the Sarad4 MS. and one “K"” MS. (K,),® which is con- 
firmed by, the Rajaguru MS. from Nepal,* and I am still inclined to suppose 
that that was the original figure. The Javanese and Southern figures 8884 and 
9884 respectively differ by 1000 exactly, the Javanese figure being the same 
as that of the Mid-Indian group (Bengali-Devanagari). 

II. Sabha: The numbers are here absolutely certain. As regards the 
adhydyas, there is perfect agreement between the three sources, ail of them 
giving 72, which is also the exact number of adhydyas of our Critical Edi- 
tion of the Sabha now passing through the press, The Vulgate figure (78) 
for the Sloka is therefore unquestionably wrong—The gloka number is also 
certainly 2511, as the Southern Recension, in which the first figure has been 
increased to 4, is demonstrably inflated to make it conform with the inter. 
polated text, and the additional stanzas of the Southern Recension do 
approximately amount to 2000. The correct figures for Sabha are therefore 72 
and 2511. 


{553} UI. Aranyaka (commonly known as Vana): As regards the 
adhydyas, the Javanese records 272 against the concordant figure 269 of all 
Indian versions. The latter may be taken to be the right figure, the discre- 
pancy of the Javanese, which is negligible, remaining unexplained —The 
same is true of the figure for the Slokas, the concordant figure (11,664) of 
all Indian versions being the original Parvasarngraha figure. 


IV. Virdja: The Javanese figure for the adhydyas is unfortunately 
missing. But as our Critical Edition of the Virataparva has successfully 


1 The figures for the Javanese Version have been taken from JuYNBOLL’s Adi- 
barwa, Oudjavaansch prozageschrift, Gravenhage, 1906. pp. 5-6. The passage is re- 
Produced in a note by H. Kern, “ Inhondsopgave van ’t Mahabharata in ‘T Ka- 
wi” in Bijdragen, ser 113, Vol. IV, pp. 92-95, KERN has given in this paper a com- 
parative table of the Indian and the Javanese figures. 

2 KERN, op. cit. p. 95 also remarks that the Javanese figure 818 is incorrect, 
and that it should be 218 

3 See the Critical Edition of the Adiparvan, p. 878. 

‘ See my “Epic studies (VII),” ABORT, vol. 19 (1938), pp. 215 ff. 
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identified the adhyfiyas on the basis of the colophons given in MSS., there is 
no reason to doubt that the correct figure is 67, as given by the Sanskrit 
Parvasarhgraha.—The three sources give three different figures for the Slokas. 
The Southern Recension is obviously inflated, and may therefore be ignored, 
its figure having been revised—as in Sabha—to accord with its interpolated 
text. It is likely that the Javanese translator has confused the Sanskrit words 
for 50 and 15 (paicaset and pajicadasa). The first two digits of the figures 
given in the Critical Edition and the Javanese Version do agree. We may 
therefore reasonably assume the original figure to be 2050, which is given by 
the Critical Edition of the Parvasarhgraha, though the two last digits natu- 
rally remain somewhat uncertain. : 

V. Udyoga: The three sources agreeing exactly as regards the num- 
ber of adhydyas of the Udyoga, the figure 186 may be taken as certain,—The 
figures for the sfokas, on the other hand, are in a chaotic condition, the three 
texts giving three different figures 6698, 6928, 7998; which agree only in 
respect of the last digit! The figures for the élokas remain, therefore, 
doubtful. 

VI. iBhisma: The number of edhyayas in the Bhigma is given by the 
Critical Edition and the Javanese Version as 117, but the Southern Recension 
gives their number as 118. In any case, the difference is not very significant, 
and the number may be assumed to be 117 or 118—There is no such doubt re- 
garding the number of Slokas, which is unanimously given as 5884. 

VII. Droga: There is likewise considerable agreement as regards the 
adhyayes and Slokas of the Drona. The adhyéya number {554} is 170,—As 
regards the number of Slekas, the first two digits (89) are certain. And since 
both the Critical Edition and the Southern Recension agree on the figure 8909, 
that is indicated as the correct figure. The probability in favour of this 
figure is strengthened owing to the circumstance that the last two figures of 
the Javanese Version (84) are in all probability due to contamination with 
the previous ‘loka-figure 5884, which ends in 84. We may therefore adopt 
with confidence the concordant figure of the Indian versions 8909, the differ- 
ence between the Javanese and the Indian numbers being 75; the 
efror is in any event not more than 1 per cent. 

VUI. Karna: The figures for Karna are exactly of the same type. 
The three sources agree in giving 69 as the number of adhydyas.—The Java- 
nese MSS, give the number of slokas as 970, which is obviously wrong, it 
being almost certain that the word for 4000 has been omitted by the scribe 
‘by oversight ;* so we get the original Javanese figure as [4]970, We may 


1 See Raghu Vira, Virdfapervan, Introduction, p. xxiv; and SUKTHANKAR 
“Epic studies (III),” ABORI vol. 11, pp. 277 ff. 

3 Kean, loc. cit., also recognizes that the first figure has been omitted by 
mistake in the Javanese text. 
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tentatively adopt the figure 4900, on the concordant evidence of Indian ver- 
sions. The difference between the Indian and Javanese figures being only 
70, the discrepancy is only about 1-4 per cent. 


IX. Selya: In this parvan there is fortunately no doubt about the 
Soka number, which is unanimously given as 3220.—And again, fortunately, 
as regards the adhydéya@ number, the discrepancy between the Indian (59) and 
Javanese (121) figures is so great that the Javanese may be ruled out as 
hopelessly corrupt. There is another test we may apply, the Javanese figure* 
(121) for adhyayas gives the average of about 27 élokas to an adhydya, while 
the Indian average is 54. Now the total number of adhydiyas in the Mahi- 
pharata ig supposed to be 2000, and the number of stanzas 100,000 (éata- 
sahasrani?), which gives the average of Slokas to an adhyaya as 50 and that 
is much nearer the average for the Indian figure for the adhyya number of 
the Salyaparvan than the Javanese figure. 


X. Sauptika: The figures for the Sauptika call for no remarks. They 
ate uniformaly given in all the three sources as 18 and 870 respectively, 


{555} XI. Sti: The sources do not agree as regards the number 
of adhyayas, but the Javanese figure (70) which is nearly two and half times 
as large as the Indian (27) is extremely improbable? We may therefore 
tentatively take the concordant Indian figure (27) as correct.---The difference 
between the Javanese and Indian figures for the slokas is only five. It would 
seem that the last digit was lost in the Javanese tradition ; if that be so, the 
correct number is 775, as given unanimously by the Indian MSS. 


XU. Santi: The sloke figure for Santi (14,525) is given unanimously 
by all the three of our sources, which is a fortunate coincidence and also a 
remarkable proof of the reliability of our tradition. The Vulgate figure 
(14,725) for the élokas is positively wrong.—There is a difference of only six 
between the Javanese and Indian figures for adhydyas, the Indian tradition 
giving the figure as 339, the Javanese as 333. The agreement between the 
different Indian versions is a weighty point in favour of 339, which we may 
tentatively assume to be the correct figure. 


XIII, Anusasana: The evidence of the Javanese Version is unfortu- 
nately missing, the version ignoring this parvan altogether, for some reason 
which it is hard to guess. It cannot be argued that it is included in the 
SGnti, since there is no appreciable increase in the number of adhyayas or 


1 KERN, Joc, cit., likewise considers the Javanese figure (121) 23 very 
suspicious, 

2 See the Critical Edition of the Adiparvan, additional passage No. 486°, 
given on page 241. 

> As in the case of the Salyaparvan, KERN (loc. cit.) regards the Javanese 
figure is very doubtful, 7 
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Slokaa of the Javanese Version of the Santi, as there would surely have been, 
had the two parvans been amalgamated as is done sometimes? There 
being also no agreement between the various Indian versions, the figures for 
both adhyiiyas and Slokas of the Anuéasana remain uncertain, 


XIV. Asvamedhika : The number of edkydyas is unanimously given 
as 133, which may therefore be accepted as the correct figure—There is a 
discrepancy as regards the number of Slokes : the Critical Edition gives the 
figure as 2320, while the Javanese and the [556} Southern Recension agree in 
giving the figure as 4420, this being one of the rare instances in which the 
Javanese and the Southern Recension agree against the Northern Recension. 
The Southern Recension contains here an additional sub-parvan, comprising 
23 adhyayas and about 1700 élokas, known as the Vaisnavadharma parvan. 
There is no mention of any such parvan in the list of 100 pavans, given in 
the Parvasarhngraha, though some Southern MSS. do insert, in another place, 
a line which mentions the Vaisnavadharma among the contents of the Aéva- 
medhika, In this Section, Yudhisthira is instructed by 61i-Kygpa in the 
Dharma of the Vaignavas, which seems hardly necessary, after the instruc- 
tion he had received from Bhisma in more than 21,000 stanzas on general 
Dharma (Santi and AnuSasana). The higher Southern number must there- 
fore be regarded as due to this inflation, and can in any case not be accepted. 
Nevertheless the peculiar agreement between the Javanese and the Southern 
is a disturbing factor. The number therefore may be regarded as doubtful. 


XV. ASramavasika: There is not much doubt about the adhydyas of 
this parvan, though the Javanese Version has a high figure (92): against the 
unanimous Indian figure 42, which may be assumed to be the correct figure.? 
—As regards the number of Slokas, there is a slight discrepancy of 2 between 
the Critical Edition and the Javanese Version, the former being 1506, the 
latter 1508. But the last digit in this number is not in doubt; it must be 
six. The Southern Recension gives the figure 1906, which must be regarded 
as extremely doubtful, since even Professor Sastr1, who has edited the 
Southern Recension, could not find more than 11083 stanzas for this parvan.> 
There has been clearly a mistake in the counting of the stanzas of this par- 





1 It is perhaps worth noticing that so late a commentator as Vadiraja (cf. 
P. K. Gooz, ABORI, vol. 17, pp. 203-210, who assigns him to the seventeenth 
century), treats the Santi and Anuéasana as one parvan and haa colophons like: 

if amen seen ditt Tae oeeaTe srgerakhis sremitei 
ar caeieireren Sem: It af TTP re TET Il 
—which is quoted by Professor P. P. S. SastRi in the Introduction to vol. 17, 
(Anuéasana Parvan, part 2,) p. xxiv. 

2 KERN (loc, cit.) likewise suggests reading 42 for 92 of the Javanese. 

8 It is interesting to note, as pointed out by Professor SasTx, Nannaya’s 
Andhra-Bharatamu gives 1106 as the figure of élokas in the Aéramavasika pervan, 
That probably is due to q fresh count, 


EPIC QUESTIONS It 429 


van, and the Southern figure being palpably incorrect, we may utilize the 
approximate agreement between the Critical Edition and the Javanese Ver- 
sion and adopt 1506 as the probable original Parvasarhgraha figure for the 
Asramavasika. . 

XVI. Meusaic: All sources agree in giving the number of adhyayas 
as 8 and the number of Slokes as 300, which may accordingly be taken as the 
correct figures. The text also seems to con-[557}-tain actually 300 stanzas. 
Consequently the vulgate reading 320, in the Parvasathgraha chapter, is 
clearly faulty and has been properly rejected. 

XVII. Mahdaprasthanike : The Javanese figure for the number of 
adhyayos is missing ; but the Indian sources, including the MSS., uniformly 
divide this short parvan into’ three adhyayas; and the unanimous Indian 
reading cannot be called into question—The number of Slokes may also be 
regarded as correctly given in the Critical Edition, which is supported by the 
Southern Recension, though the Javanese Version adds, erroneously, three to 
the number, giving the figure as 123. I surmise that this addition of three to 
the éloka number is a wrong transposition from the adhyaya number, which 
is missing in the Javanese Version. The Vulgate figure (320) for the Slokas 
is absurd and unquestionably incorrect. 


XVIIL Svargarohana : As in the previous case the edhyéya number 
is lost in the Javanese Version ; but there cannot be any doubt that the cor- 
rect figure is 5, which is given by all editions and MSS. of the Mahabharata. 
—The sloka number is unanimously given, by our three sources, as 200, which 
is a sufficiently correct approximation of the actual extent of this last parvan 
of the Great Epic; and the Vulgate figure (209) may be unhesitatingly 
rejected, 

The table on the following page gives the figures for the adhydyas 
and Slokas, book by book, arrived at by a collation of the various extant 
versions of the Parvasarhgraha chapter of the Adiparvah. 
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{558} TABLE II 
Table giving the authentic figures for the Adhyfyas and Slokas of the 
‘eighteen Parvans of the Mahabhdrata, based upon a collation of the MSS. of 
the Sanskrit Parvasarhgrahaparvan and of the Javanese Version (ca. 
1000 A.D.). 








Parvan Adhyaya Sloka 
I. ADI 218 ? 
Il. SABHA ol 72 2511 
Wii, ARANYAKA et * 269 11,664 
IV. VIRATA ee 67 2050 
Vv. UDYOGA oy 186 ? 
VI. BHISMA od 117 (or 118) 5884 
VII. DRONA ta 170 8909 
VII. KARNA we 69 4900 
IX. SALYA oe 59 3220 
X. SAUPTIKA a 18 870 
XI. STRI as 27 715 
XI. SANTI S 339 14,525 
XIII ANUSASANA = 2 ? 
XIV, ASVAMEDHIKA af 133 ? 
XV. ASRAMAVASIKA A 42 1506 
XVI. MAUSALA mn 8 ' 300 
XVII. MAHAPRASTHANIKA | 3 | 120 
XVIII. SVARGAROHANA ef 5 200 














A STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF THE 
CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHABHARATA 


Read by the General Editor, Dr. V. S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of 
the publication of the Udyogaparvan and the presentation of it to 
the RAJASAHEB OF AUNDH, on 6th July, 1940 


Mr. CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, 


On this happy and auspicious day, which is the twenty-third anniversary 
of the foundation of this Institute, 1 am glad to announce the publication of 
the edition of the UDYOGAPARVAN by Professor Dr. S. K. De of the Dacca 
University, which is volume six of our Critical Edition of the Mahabharata. 
This is, as you are no doubt aware, the third parvan to be completed by us, 
The Adiparvan, edited by myself, was completed in 1933. It was followed 
three years later by the Virataparvan edited by Professor Dr. Raghu Vira 
of the Sanatan Dharma College, Lahore. And now we have the Udyoga- 
parvan, which, I hope, will testify to our industry and perseverance, 


The amount of matter published during the last 21 years, since the com- 
™mencement of the work in 19]9, may appear to you small. And it is a fact 
that some editions of the Mahabharata which were begun Jong after we had 
started have already been long completed. But you must not confuse those 
editions with ours. Those other editions implied only work for compositors 
and proof-readers. Their procedure, which is very simple, is this, Older 
editions of thé. Mahabharata are put in the hands of compositors, who pro- 
ceed to manufacture a new edition, faithfully copying, in every detail, all the 
old mistakes and adding-some of their own making, in the bargain. 


When this Institute undertook to bring out a Critical Edition of the 
Mahabharata, it was noi meant to bring out a new edition in this time- 
honoured way, which has made the term “ Indian edition” a synonym of a 
“bad edition.” In Indian editions of the past, the paper was bad, the type 
was bad, the ink was bad, and the text also was generally bad. I do not 
wish to say that we have produced an ideal edition of the Mahabharata, but 
I do maintain that we have taken a distinct step forward in that direction, 
and that our work has marked an appreciable advance in the technique of 
the editing of Sanskrit texts. And when I say that I am giving you not my 
own opinion but the considered opinion of savants, published repeatedly in 
the course of lengthy and elaborate reviews of our edition, in high-class and 
authoritative Journals throughout the world. The edition has been before 
the world of scholars for nearly fifteen years, and there has been a steady 
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chorus of enthusiastic approbation greeting the appearance of every successive 
fascicule, whose publication is eagerly awaited by Indologists in all parts of 
the world. 

When we say we are bringing out an edition of the Mahabharata, we 
are really considerably underrating our own work. It is not merely 2 tevt- 
edition that we are preparing. What we have undertaken is a research into 
the Mah4bharata manuscript tradition, which, you will realize, is a very dif- 
ferent thing and which—let me emphasize—has now been undertaken for the 
first’ time in the long history of our Great Epic. 


Let us glance for a moment at the history of the project. Since 1897 
there has been a steady and persistent demand for a critical edition of the 
Mahabharata, which was wanted, as the late Professor WINTERNITZ put 11, 
“as the only sound basis for all Mahabharata studies, nay, for all studies 
connected with the epic literature of India.” In 1904, as a result of the 
agitation which was kept up in Europe by certain Indologists, the Interna- 
tional Association of the Academies of Europe and America undertook thc 
work. And for that purpose, even some money was collected by the Sans- 
kritists in England, through the Secretary of State for India, from certain 
sources in India, and the amount was placed in the hands of Trustees in 
England, which is still lying there, in the name of the Trustees, in some 
English bank. The last great European War put an end to this project of 
a European edition of the Mahabharata, which ended as a matter of fact 
without achieving anything beyond some preliminary work. After that war, 
this Institute undertook the work, making a fresh start. The difficulty was 
of course the money. What really made it possible for the Institute to launch, 
some twenty years ago, this gigantic and ambitious scheme was the promise 
made by Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Raja Saheb of Aundh,—our 
worthy guest of this evening—to contribute a lakh of rupees to the Maha- 
bharata Publication Fund. Sir Ramkrishna BHANDARKAR, the then senior- 
most Acarya of Indology in Western India, was naturally consulted. He is 
reported to have said that the project was certainly worth undertaking, but 
it would cost ten lakhs of rupees; and if was no use undertaking the work 
unless there were prospects of raising that sum. When he was assured that 
that amount would be found, he agreed to sponsor the undertaking, and as a 
matter of fact himself inaugurated it ‘here, in this hall, in April 1919, by 
writing down the mantra of the Great Epic, néréyonam nomskrtya etc. The 
Institute, it may be observed, undertook then to prepare an edition in which 
all the different versions of the epic have been tumed to account and which 
will meet with the highest requiremerits of critical scholarship. 


With that our work has been chalked out for us. Jt divides itself natu- 
tally. mito five stages : (1) search for old and relisble MSS. ; (2) collation 
of the MSS. ; (3) conatitution of the tert with the help of the qpllations ; 
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(4) preparation of the critical apparatus, to be printed along with the consti- 
tuted text ; and, finally, (5) seeing the matter through the press. 


From the published volumes you will see that on every page from a half 
to two-thirds of the space is taken up by the critical notes, which give a very 
detailed account of the MSS. examined and collated and which form the bulk 
of our evidence for the text. It is this which necessitates laborious work and 
demands endless patience ; and its completion for the parvans so far publish- 
ed is, I consider, the abiding achievement of our edition. Our edition thus 
gives you not only a text, a critical text, but also a digest of the MSS. tradi- 
tion of the Mahabharata extending over nearly 2000 years. I may observe 
that in the case of every text, when the manuscript tradition fluctuates to any 
extent, it is only a careful study of the coilations of the MSS., and nothing 
else, that can give you an authentic text ; just as when there is a dispute 
between two or more litigants an impartial judge trying the case would decide 
it only after examining the depositions and hearing the evidence of all the 
parties and their witnesses. 


1 am glad to say that the method which has been worked out by the 
Institute for dealing with the Mahabharata textual problem has commended 
itself to all scholars who are competent to pass an opinion on the merits of 
the question. Professor Walter RUBEN, of the University of Ankara, who 
has made a close study of Ram4yana MSS., has declared that the same me- 
thod may be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the Ramayana also. Appreciative 
reviews of our edition, as I remarked already, have been published during 
the last thirteen years not only in Indian, but also in English, French, Ger- 
man, Italian, Czecho-Slovakian, Polish and American Journals. The scheme 
has been commended by the International Oriental Congress, by the All- 
India Oriental Conference and by many of the learned bodies specializing in 
Oriental studies. There have been heard a few dissentient voices, but they 
are mostly of persons who do not know the ABC of textual criticism and 
who have never even seen a Mahabharata MS. in their whole life. Such 
uninformed criticism of self-styled scholars we may safely ignore. 


But we need not rest on the judgment of other scholars alone, for a 
justification of our method. The correctness of the method adopted by us 
has been vindicated now by independent and objective evidence. The now 
famous Rajaguru MS., discovered in Nepal by the Rajaguru Pandit Hema- 
RaJ, which is nearly 800 years old and is therefore the oldest extant MS. of 
the Adiparvan, confirms not only many of the disputed readings of the critical 
text but justifies even some of the emendations made by me, which is—it 
will be admitted—unimpeachable evidence of the correctness of the method 
we have been following. 

‘We have completed now in this fashion, as 1 said, three whole books of 
the MahabhGrata : the Adiparvan, the Viratapervan and the Udyogaparvas. 
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As for the other parvans, you are no doubt aware that the Sabh4parvan has 
been assigned to Professor Frankling EGERTON of Yale University, who came 
over to Poona in 1938 in order to examine for himself the MSS. of the Sabha 
which had been collated by the Institute for him, and also to give the finish- 
ing touches to his edition in consultation with me. His work has been lying 
with him ready for publication and would have been sent to the press long 
ago, but for this war, which is hampering inter-communication and delaying 
the publication of the parvan. 


The next parvan we took in hand is the Vanaparvan (or rather the 
Arayyakaparvan, to give it its correct name), which is being edited by myself. 
It is passing, through the press as rapidly as we can take it through. It will 
comprise about 1100 pages of our edition, of which nearly 700 pages have 
already been printed off. I hope to finish it—if nothing untoward happens 
to hinder its progress—by the end of this year. 


As regards the Bhismaparvan, which has been assigned to Rao Bahadur 
Dr. BeELvALKAR, I am glad to report that considerable advance has been 
made by the editor in the preparation of the presscopy. Not only has Dr. 
BELVALKAR completed his draft of the constituted text, but the compilation 
of the critical notes has been taken in hand and is proceeding apace. 


When the Bhismaparvan is completed, which we hope to do in a little 
over a year from now, we shali have completed nearly 45 per cent. of this 
Rigantic work. You will realize the amount of work that will be accomplish- 
ed when I tell you that we shall have critically dealt with a little under 40,000 
élokas and printed about 4500 pages of our edition. 


The collation work has made considerable advance and is a long way 
ahead of the publication. We possess now nearly complete collations of all 
the parvans up to the Anugisana, which means that we have nearly finished 
that part of our task ; because there remains now only the short tail, consist- 
ing of some easy and unimportant parvans, which I am confident, will offer 
no great difficulties either to the collator or to the editor. 


I have given you, gentlemen, a very brief outline of the main work done 
under the name of the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata. Our work has, 
moreover, given rise to many other sulnidiary undertakings, which are being 
carried out by different scholars, in different places, to some extent independ- 
ently of our work here. 


Noteworthy among these works are the following four. Our edition has 
given to a student of the Dacca University a subject for a Ph.D. thesis en- 
titled “ Studies in Epic Grammatical Forms,” which is an essay towards the 
compilation of epic grammar and which is based entirely on our edition of 
the Adiparvan. Our Mahabharata researches have further inspired another 
student of the epic to submit to the Bombay University a Ph.D. thesis on 
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the Bhrgvafigirasa element in the Mahabhdrata. There is a third Ph.D. 
dissertation for which a subject has been furnished by our edition. The 
subject is the phenomenon of case-variation in the epic dialect, which is being 
investigated by a student of Dr. S. M. KatRe at the Deccan College Research 
Institute. A Spanish professor, Dr. Jose CaNepo, I understand, has planned 
an elaborate grammatical work on Epic Syntax, which has made considerable 
advance and which would have been published by now but for this war, which, 
as you know, is paralyzing all literary and scholarly activity in Europe, 


T shall pass on to some minor studies which have arisen out of our Maha- 
bharata work. Arising out of his study of the Sabhdparvan, Professor Epcer- 
TON has recently published three important papers. One of them is about 
the mention of the city of Rome in the Digvijaya section of the Sabhaparvan, 
which is the first time that a clear reference has been found in Indian fitera- 
ture to the name of the capital of ancient Italy, Roma. Another paper by 
him deals with the question of ‘ Epic Tristubh and its Hypermetric Varieties.” 
A third paper by him concerns the reading and interpretation of a Sabhia- 
parva stanza, an old crux, which has become famous as the parable of the 
“Goat and the Knife” (“‘ ajakrpaniye”). 


In connection with his study of the Bhismaparvan, which is being edited 
by him, Dr. BELvALRAR has published several valuable papers, among them 
the “ Miscarriage of the attempted stratification of the Bhagavadgita,” the 
“ Kashmiri Version of the Bhagavadgita,” and the “ Cosmographical Episode 
in the Mahabharata and the Padmapurama.” He has other papers in prepa- 
tation. 


You will thus see, gentlemen, that the time and the money spent during 
the last twenty years of silent and arduous work of the Mahabharata Depart- 
ment of the Institute have not been spent in vain. The Institute has not 
only brought out critical editions of three of the parvans of the Mahabharata, 
‘but it has built up an independent school of textual criticism and perfected 
the technique of the editing of Sanskrit texts. It has opened out new vistas 
of work with immense possibilities, which will occupy Indologists, I imagine, 
for at least half a century, if not more. It has stimulated vivid interest in 
Mahabharata studies, which were languishing for want of a critical edition 
of the text, They are carried out now on a sound basis and in a scientific 
spirit, differing conspicuously from the somewhat gassy ebullitions of previous 
writers on the subject of the Mahabharata. 


The Critical Edition of the Mah&bharata is thus a comprehensive and 
many-sided literary activity, with ramifications in many directions, It is 
this aspect of our Mahabharata work, I imagine, which impressed the British 
Academy in London and which induced that august body to vote a grant to 
our Mahabharata Publication Fund in order to show its appreciation of the 
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work which is being done by the Institute and which is not merely of national 
‘but international interest and importance. 


It is gratifying to note that we have all along been staunchly supported 
in our enterprise financially by the Governments, the Princes and the People 
of India,—and at least by one University, the University of Bombay, During 
the last twenty years they have contributed in the aggregate some Rs. 3,50,000. 
That is a considerable sum, you will admit. But much more will be needed 
to complete the work. As we progress and inspire confidence among the 
people, who will begin to realize the great literary and scientific importance 
of this project, more help will, I am confident, be coming forth. Indeed there 
are indications that these are no false hopes. As the Secretary of the Insti- 
tute, Dr. DANDEKAR, has just told you, the Sir DoraBJEE TATA Charities 
have only recently, despite the prevailing financial strigency, sanctioned a 
grant of Rs. 5,000 for the Mahabharata work, which has been a welcome addi- 
tion to our attenuated resources, and for which we are extremely grateful 
to the Trustees of that Fund. Some of our annual subsidies, which had been 
granted for a fixed period of years, have expired. We have been endeavour- 
ing to get them renewed, and the response has been very encouraging, not- 
withstanding the chaos into which the war has thrown.our national economy. 
Of the patrons whom we have thus approached, the first one to respond was 
the Chief Saheb of ICHALKARANJI, who, as the Secretary has just announced, 
has kindly promised to continue his patronage. This is a great encouragement 
to us and we are most grateful to the Chief Saheb, who is a staunch patron 
of learning and a great friend of all earnest students. On behalf of the 
Mahabharata Editorial Board I must also express our most grateful thanks 
to Shrimant Raja Saheb of PHALTAN, who in response to our urgent appeal 
has, as announced by the Secretary, been pleased to continue his annual 
grant of Rs, 500 for the Mahabharata work for a further period of five years. 
Ui the work is not finished by then, we shall again have to approach the kind 
Raja Saheb, who, I am sure, will again be pleased to renew the grant. Small 
though these donations be which we have now secured, there is no need to 
lose courage. They are indicative of good-will and confidence, which are 
worth a great deal. When the war clouds have passed away, better days 
will surely dawn for us ; when the thoughts of men will again turn to the pre- 
servation and growth of cultural values. We shall then have again, 1 am 
confident, the same share of bounty from our patrons of learning which we 
have hitherto enjoyed and which will help us to carry to completion one of 
the most important of our national projects. 


July 6, 1940. 


A STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF THE 
CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHABHARATA 


{Read by Dr. V. S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of the presentation of the 
Aranyakapervan to Shrimant RAJASAHEB of Aundh on Sth January 1943.) 


Mr. CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, 


It is now more than seventeen years since 1 took over charge of the 
Mahéibharata work and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this De- 
partment of the Institute, having profited by the experiences and experi- 
ments of my predecessor, the late lamented Mr. Urcrkar. During this 
interval the Institute has published Critical Editions of four complete Books 
of the Mahabharata: Adiparvan (1932), Virataparvan (1936), the Udyo- 
gaparvan (1940), and now the Aranyakaparvan (1942), These four 
parvans comprise, according to the Parvasarhgrahaparvan, about 28,400 
Glokas. In addition to this a fascicule of the Sabhfparvan edited by Prof. 
Franklin Eocerton of Yale University (U. S. A.), which has been ready 
for some time and which could be taken up for printing only owing to the 
very generous special grant of Rs. 10,000 recently made by the Government 
of Bombay, is being published today. Furthermore, the press-copy of the 
Bhigmaparvan, which is being edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. S. K. BELVALKAR, 
is almost ready and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its 
editor. It will be ready for being sent to the press very shortly. In fact 
the work is advanced as far that it can be got ready for the press within 
three months. But can we send it to the press? Not unless we can find 
a generous donor prepared to pay for the cost of the printing of the new 
volume, in these days when the cost of printing has almost doubled. The 
present financial situation of the Department is such that we can just manage 
to get the press-copies ready ; but the large world of scholars outside the 
walls of this Institute, eagerly awaiting the appearance of our now-famous 
yellow-covered fascicules, must unfortunately be kept waiting until more 
funds are available. 

Any way, during the past 17 years the Institute has critically dealt with 
the first 6 parvans of the Great Epic : the Adi, Sabha, Aranyaka, Virata, 
Udyoga and Bhigma. The six parvans make up a total of about 36,800 
@okas, out of an aggregate of 82,150 Slokas, a portion which is approxi- 
mately 45% of the entire Mahabharata, excluding, of course, the Harivarhga, 
which I have kept out of my calculation in order not to frighten you too 
much, Even this is no mean achievement, I think. The part of the epic 
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critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk about four times as great 
as the Greek epics, Iliad and Odyssey put together and one and a half times 
as our RamAyana. 

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not one man’s job 
ig very very evident. Many friends, collaborators, sympathisers and patrons 
have contributed to such measure of success as has been achieved so far, 
and they include among them princes and potentates, curators and librarians, 
printers and parvan-editors, not to speak of the Generat Editor and his 
modest staff of collators in the background. Surely, the most potent among 
these multifarious contributory factors have been our generous patrons, who, 
out of regard for this venerable monument of Indian antiquity, this great 
and lustrous heritage of Bhdratavarsa, have in the past liberally supplied 
the Institute, through all these years, with funds to carry on this costly but 
vital work. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I must tell you frankly this is a costly work, 
All good work costs money now-a-days! Good manuscripts cost money. 
Good printing costs money. Good editors cost money. 


The British nation once paid out one million pounds for one rare Ms. 
of the Bible. Would India pay a similar amount for any book? Why not? 
Are the British people greater lovers of books, greater lovers of literature, 
greater lovers of religion, greater lovers of knowledge than we Indians? Cer- 
tainly not. Great Britain is a small nation, a young nation, compared to India. 
And our love of knowledge, love of literature, love of scriptures, is greater. 
‘We are the inheritors of the great book, this “book of books” composed 
at a time when Great Britain was not yet entered on the map of civilized 
nations. And the entire cost of making this Critical Edition of the Maha- 
bhdrata is only one million rupees—and not pounds—which is only 1/15th 
of the cost of the Bible. We have collected and spent already 5 lakhs of 
Tupees. We want now only 5 lakhs more, And we are not pessimistic 
about it. We have no reason to be that. When the war clouds have passed 
away, better days will surely dawn for us; then the thoughts of men will 
again turn to the preservation and growth of cultural values. We shall 
then, I am confident, enjoy the same generous support from patrons of 
Jearning as we have hitherto enjoyed and that will help us to carry to com- 
pletion one of the most important of our national projects. 


If you want me to point out to you just one man who is responsible 
for originating and furthering the project, he is sitting in front of you, I 
mean, Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, the RAJA OF AUNDH. 


The question may occur to you. Is it worth all this expenditure? 
Whether we realize it or not, we still stand under the spell of the Maha- 
bharata. Amid the deepest strands that are woven in the thread of our 
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civilization, there is more than one that is drawn originally from Bhirata- 
varga and from Sanskrit literature. And well in the centre of this vast mass 
of literature, there stands this deathless, traditional book of divine inspiration, 
unapproachable and far removed from possibilities of human competition. 

There is a danger that in our pseudo-scientific mood, we may be 
tempted to discard this great book, thinking that we have outgrown it. That 
would be a capital blunder! That would in fact mean nothing but an 
indication of our will to commit suicide, national suicide, the signal of our 
national extinction. For never was truer word spoken than when the late 
German Indologist Hermann OLDENBERG said that “in the Mahabharata 
breathe the united soul of India, and the individual souls of her people.” 
And why is that ? Because the Mahabhirata is the national saga of India. 
It is, in other words, the content of our collective unconscious, And just 
for that reason it refuses to be discarded. We must therefore grasp this 
great book with both hands and face it squarely. Then we shall recognize 
that it is our past which has prolonged itself into the present. We are it: 
I mean the real WE! Shall we be guilty of strangling our own soul? 
NEVER ! 
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